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H, R. 2483, A bill for the rellef of Giacomo
Bartolo Vanadia; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BERRY:

H. R.2484. A bill authorizing the issuance
of patents in fee to Oliver P. Livermont; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr, BOGGS:

H.R.2485. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Libera Andreuzzi Popovich; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R.2486. A bill for the relief of Maria
(Henriette) Zagrabowlcz; to the Committee
on the Judiciary. {

By Mr. DONOVAN:

H.R.2487. A bill for the relief of Maria
del Carmen Gago Santana; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R.2488. A bill for the relief of Robert
Grossman; to the Committee on the Judiei-

ary.

H. R.2489. A bill for the relief of Paul,
Zelma, and Ivan Fulop; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOYLE:

H. R.2490. A bill for the relief of Oldrich
(Olda) Evse Spytihnev Karlik; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FALLON:

H.R.2491. A bill for the relief of the
Lacchi Construction Co.; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H. R. 2492. A bill for the relief of Panayotis
Koutsoyannopoulos; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H. R.2493. A bill for the relief of Poulicon
8. Loucacos; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. FEIGHAN:

H. R. 2404. A bill for the relief of Antonia
Majer; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

H.R.2495. A bill for the relief of Jozica
Zorman; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. FORD:

H.R. 2496. A bill for the relief of John
Jacob Wagner; to the Commitiee on the Ju=-
diciary.

By Mr. GARMATZ:

H.R.2497. A bill for the rellef of Mary
Catherine Flowers, widow of John Edward
Flowers; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HARVEY:

H. R.2498. A bill for the relief of William
B. Garner; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. EILDAY:

H.R.2499. A bill for the rellef of Adolfo
L. Kalb, and his wife, Mrs. Eugenia G. Kalb;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McCORMACK:

H. R. 2500. A bill for the relief of Stanislaw
Majzner (alias Stanley Malsner); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McDONOUGH:

H.R. 2501. A bill for the relief of Mahmud
Alli Mahmud Areiquat; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H. R. 2502. A bill for the relief of Abdullah
Hasan Areiquat; to the Committee on the
Judieciary.

By Mr. MERROW:

H. R. 2503. A bill for the rellef of Christian
Schmidt-Courvoisier; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. NICHOLSON:

H.R.2504. A bill for the relief of Sisters
Adelaide Canelas and Maria Isabel Franco;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H.R.2505. A bill for the relief of Lajos
Schmidt and his wife, Magda; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

H.R.2506. A bill for the rellef of certain
members of the Missionary Sisters of the
Sacred Heart; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. SECREST:

H.R. 2507. A bill for the relief of Alfonso

Gatti, to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. STEED: i By
H.R.2508. A bill relating to.the convey-
ance of certain property in Shawnee, Okla.,
by quitclaim deed, to Alfred F. Hunter; to
the Ccommittee on the Judiciary. 1
By Mr. WALTER:
H. R. 2509. A bill for the relief of Emanuel
Maltese; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

33. By Mr. SADLAK: Resolution adopted
by the New Haven Jewish Community Coun-
cil, New Haven, Conn., protesting and con-~
demning the anti-Jewish campaign con-
ducted in Eastern Europe in the guise of
anti-Zionist charges of international Jew=-
ish conspiracies; to the Committee on For=
elgn Affairs.

34. By the SPEAEKER: Petition of Walter
C. Peterson, city clerk, Los Angeles, Calif.,
relative to requesting the enactment of leg-
islation and to make an investigation into
the alarming curtailment of hospital beds
and other medical-care programs for vet-
erans in the State of California; to the Com~
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

35. Also petition of chief of police, Los
Angeles, Calif., requesting the establishment
of an agency on the national level to aid
local law enforcement in combating or-
ganized crime; to the Committee on the Ju-

diciary.

36. Also petition of Gerassimos Tsetoulis,
Montreal, Canada, relative to stating a griev-
ance in regard to the Greek immigration
quota; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

> A

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuespAY, FEBRUARY 3, 1953

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Dr. Abraham Shusterman, rabbi, Har
Sinai Congregation, Baltimore, Md., of=-
fered the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, in whose hands are
our lives and destinies, we lift our hearts
unto Thee in thanksgiving and praise.
We render thanks unto Thee for our
country and for those brave men, the
quick and the dead, who have preserved
its integrity as a land of justice and
freedom. May our devotion to the ideals
for which they lived and died ever bear
witness to our gratitude and our faith.
Enlighten with Thy wisdom and uphold
with Thy strength all who guide our
free institutions. Bless those who serve
within the several branches of our Gov-
ernment; grant them the courage and
faith to lead our Nation and all who
look to it for guidance toward that goal
of peace and security which Thou hast
ordained for all Thy children. Uphold
the arms of the Members of this House;
set their minds and hearts on Thee.
Speed the day when, united in loving
service, we may establish Thy kingdom.
Establish Thou also upon us the work
of our hands; yea, the work of our hands
establish Thou it. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yvesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
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the Senate had adopted the following
resolution (S. Res. 51) ;

Resolved, That the following-named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby elected mem-
bers of the following joint committees of
Congress:

Joint Committee on Printing: Mr. JENNER,
of Indiana; Mr, CarLsoN, of Kansas; and Mr.
HAYDEN, of “Arizona,

Joint Committee of Congress on the Li-
brary: Mr. PuRTELL, of Connecticut; Mr. JEN=
NER, of Indiana; and Mr. BarrerT, of Wyo=
ming; Mr. GreeN, of Rhode Island; and Mr.
GILLETTE, of Iowa.

The message also announced that Mr.
ToBEY, of New Hampshire, chairman of
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce of the Senate, had appointed
Mr. Pastore, of Rhode Island, and Mr.
BurLEr of Maryland, as members of the
Board of Visitors to the United States
Coast Guard Academy.

Mr. ScuHoeprpEL, of Kansas, and Mr.
MonroNEY, of Oklahoma, were appointed
as members of the Board of Visitors to
the United States Merchant Marine
Academy.

The message also announced that the
President of the Senate had appointed
Mr. STEnNNIS, of Mississippi, a member of
the National Forest Reservation Com-
mission in lieu of Mr. GEoRGE, of Georgia,
resigned.

The message also announced that the
President of the Senate had appointed
Mr. GOLDWATER, of Arizona, and Mr. FoL-
BRIGHT, of Arkansas, members of the
Joirét Committee on the Economic Re-
port.

. The message also announced that the
President of the Senate had appointed
Mr. Corpon, of Oregon, a member of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy in
lieu of Mr. PasTorg, of Rhode Island,
resigned.

The message also announced that the
President of the Senate had appointed
Mr. RusskeLL, of Georgia; Mr. DWORSHAK,
of Idaho; and Mr. ELLENDER, of Loui-
siana, members of the Board of Visitors
to the Naval Academy. Mr. SALTONSTALL,
of Massachusétts, being chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate, is an ex officio member of the
Board.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. BURDICK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 30
minutes today, following the legislative
business of the day and any other special
orders heretofore entered.

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House today for
10 minutes, following the legislative busi-
ness of the day and any other special or-
ders heretofore entered.

COMMUNISM

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, with
our recent change in national adminis-
tration there are positive evidences that
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there will be no change in our domestic,

nor in our international, firm stand.

against communism. We are, under the
Eisenhower administration, uncompro-
misingly determined to defend and to
perpetuate the democratic way of life.

- However, the godless, militant, adroit,
and powerful force driving toward
world-wide dictatorship, under the Rus-
sian banner of so-called international
communism, is still very much on their
job. Their self-assigned task is to dom-
-inate all the world, and to rule by brute
force by enslaving individual human
beings everywhere,

By force, using their well-known tac-
tics of slave-labor camps, extortion, per=
secution, and murder, they claim fo be
bringing relief and peace to those they
enslave. They parade under a banner of
peace. We must be very sure that we
are not deceived and fooled by this clever
Communist hoax which they say is peace.

Peace to the Communist dictators
means something radically different
from what peace means to freemen. To
the Communist masters, peace means
merely submission without resistance to
the ruling Communist clique. Its in-
evitable result to individual human
beings is poverty, disease, misery, and
slavery, in a life of fear. Peace to free-
men means abundance, happiness, secu-
rity, and freedom, in a life of opportu-
nity, Thus, until we positively know the
Communist meaning of peace has com-
pletely changed, we should not be de-
ceived by any Communist peace move-
ment.

I am sure that no man living today is
more determined than President Eisen-
hower to effectively, successfully, and as
quickly as possible, turn back these Com-
munist dictators—destroyers of peace—
and make secure this free way of life we
know and love.

Our recent transition of the reins of
government from one of our major po=-
litical parties to the other, a normal
process for a free, democratic people,
gives little hope to those who would de-
stroy our form of Government. The
retiring President riding with the new
President to the inauguration, and the
two sharing mutual loyalties and mutual
determinations, must have been perplex-
ing and discouraging to those who claim
that democracy and private enterprise
will not work.

While we believe in, are devoted to,
and operate under a two-party system of
government, this does not mean that
party loyalty overshadows the basic prin-
ciples of free government. Both Demo-
crats and Republicans equally value
American citizenship and know that no
privilege is afforded to human beings
which means more to an individual than
being a citizen of the United States of
America.

This rich heritage carries sobering ob-
ligations and responsibilities, We must
defend and expand what we have if we
hope to perpetuate it. We can remain
free only by encouraging others to em-
brace and develop for themselves, in
their own way, a free pattern of life
which will bring to them abundance,
happiness, security, and peace. The
United Nations is an organization con-
ceived and designed to build and expand
this democratic concept of world peace,
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It deserves our support, It also demands
constant vigilance to see that none of its
groups hinder our cause rather than
help. Devotion to the cause of freemen
everywhere is, and must continue to be,
our compelling aim. :
: . X7,
RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENTS

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Speaker, for some
time now, I have been working on a pro-
gram designed to bring about a more
realistic approach to our trade agree-
ments program—one which would pro-
vide needed protection to American in-
terests and also allow for reasonable
trade relations with other countries.

I have, therefore, today introduced a
bill to extend the Trade Agreements Ex-
tension Act of 1951 with amendments
which will make the act more practical.

The President has advocated an ex-
tension of the present act, but in so do-
ing pointed out the necessity of provid-
ing legitimate safeguards to domestic in-
dustry, agriculture, and labor standards,

The Reciprocal Trade Act as applied
during the past 20 years, has come to be
a one-way street. Industries of the
United States, in many instances, have
been sold down the river through the
granting of inequitable tariff concessions.

Some people, and certain countries,
imply that the United States has been
obstrueting world trade.

This is far from being factual. The
complaining countries have restrictive
barriers between themselves and against
us, their trade has diminished from loss
of possessions and colonies and now they
demand that the United States become
the dumping grounds for their excess
production.

An article in the January 24, 1953,
issue of the California Farmer points
out this fact. Reference is made therein
to a statement by “Casey” J. M. Jones,
executive secretary of the National Wool
Growers Association, when, in appear-
ing before the United States Tariff Com-
mission, he said:

We are one of the lowest, If not the lowest,
tariff country in the world. 'The average
rate applying to tariffs collected on all im-
ports coming into the United States is about
bl percent; into Canada, 10.2 percent; Italy,
11 percent; United Kingdom, 11 percent;
France, 11.2 percent; Australia, 17.1 percent;
Mexico, 22.5 percent; and India, 25.3 percent.

These fligures do not tell the entire story.
On top of the big tariffs these countries also
pile import licenses, embargoes, and cur-
rency manipulations.

Many American industries and work-
ers will continue to suffer unless the
reciprocity feature of the Reciproecal
Trade Act is brought into a more equi-
table balance. I believe that domestic
standards may be provided adequate
protection while at the same time avoid-
ing the impeding of world trade.

In introducing my bill to extend the
present act for a period of 2 years, I have
given this phase of the legislation par-
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ticular attention. As the act now stands,
the Tariff Commission conducts hearings
and reports the peril point on all arti-
cles which will come up for discussion
at trade meetings. That report goes to
the President and is then placed in the
hands of the Trade Agreements Com-
mittee, but there is nothing which pro-
hibits this group from negotiating below
the predetermined peril point.

My bill would reverse this procedure.
The President could not authorize a con-
cession on any artiele in violation of the
peril point without first submitting his
proposal to Congress and obtaining af-
firmative action by the Congress to cir=
cumvent the provisions of the peril point.

In other words, the responsibility of
placing a domestic industry in a position
of possible danger through tariff con-
cessions would be placed in the hands of
Congress, where it rightfully belongs.

THE PUNXSUTAWNEY GROUND
HOG

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I regret
very much that I was unable to call to
the attention of the Congress yesterday
the prediction of that great prognosti-
cator of the weather, the Punxsutawney
ground hog. President Eisenhower de-
livered his state of the Union message
and I therefore was unable to present
the prediction of that great prophet for
the coming 6 weeks.

Well, the ground hog saw his shadow
at 7:38 a. m. on Gobbler's Knob at
Punxsutawney, in the hills of Pennsyl-
vania, and announced to his millions of
followers that severe winter weather
would continue until mid-March. And,
as usual, there were the regular oppor-
tunists, quacks, fakes, interlopers, and
nature-fakers of low degree who again
intruded on the sacred tradition of the
Punxsutawney ground hog in the same
obnoxious manner as they have inter-
Jected themselves in the past.

Whenever I hear of these synthetic
ground hogs and alley cats impinging on
the one and only official forecaster—the
Punxsutawney ground hog—it is my in-
tention to expose them; quacks such as
the one from Quarryville, Pa., Sun Prai-
rie, Wis., West Virginia, Arkansas, and
other points.

It might be said that yesterday the
chuck’s shadow, as usual, was duly re-
corded by the official shadowgraphers of
the Punxsutawney Ground Hog Club.

After making his prediction of 6 weeks
more of winter weather, he was asked
if there was anything in particular he
wanted to get off his chest. - He paused
momentarily, then launched into a
scathing tirade against those fakers
who have attempted to discredit him as

) the top wcather prophet of the world.
“Why,” he said, “I've been forecasting
the weather—and accurately—before
some of those guys were out of knee
pants, and they had better leave the
job of forecasting the weather to an ex~
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perienced head who has been giving out
the right dope for more than 50 years.”
This was a fine, forthright statement
from the seer of seers.

I might say, my colleagues, that I am
proud and honored to represent Jefferson
County and Punxsutawney—the home of
the Punxsutawney ground hog—and I
want to serve notice at this time that I
will continue to defend this great mete-
orologist to the best of my ability from
these periodic attacks upon the one and
only forecaster who has accurately pre-
dicted the weather for nearly a century
from his home on Gobbler's Knob in
Pennsylvania’s hills.

I shall continue to ignore and disre=
gard the petulant predictions of those
pestiferous piggeries parading under the
guise of and basking in the glory of
Punxsutawney’'s peerless prophet.

AMENDING REORGANIZATION ACT
OF 1949

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
call up House Resolution 129 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved. That immediately upon the adop=
tion of this resolution it shall be in order
to move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for consideration of the
bill (H. R. 1979) to amend the Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1949 so that such act will apply
to reorganization plans transmitted to the
Congress at any time before April 1, 1955.
That after general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and shall continue not to
exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the reading of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the same to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

Mr. BROWN of OChio. Mr, Speaker,
I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Smita] and at this time
yield myself such time as I may need.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 129
makes in order consideration of the bill
(H. R. 1979), as amended, which is a
bill to extend the Reorganization Act of
1949. The bill as it is presented to the
House carries two provisions; one, the
provision contained in the original bill,
as I personally introduced it, to change
the expiration date of the Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1949 from April 1, 1953, to
April 1, 1¢55. It also contains an
amendment submitted by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HorrmaN] which
would change the vote necessary for the
rejection of a Presidential organization
plan in either House from a constitu-
tional majority, or 218 in the House or
49 in the Senate, to a simple majority
of those present.

Before discussing the merits of this
bill, as they will be discussed fully, I
am sure, in general debate, I should
point out that this rule not only makes
H. R. 1979 in order but provides 2 hours
of general debate, following which the
House will resolve itself into the Commit-
tee of the Whole where amendments may
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be offered and considered under the 5=
minute rule.

Mr. Speaker, I feel I should give to the
House some explanation of the situation
which confronts us.

The Reorganization Act of 1949, which
would be extended by this bill, was
adopted in the Eighty-first Congress and
conferred upon President Truman the
power and authority to submit organiza-
tion plans to the Congress, with the un-
derstanding that if these organization
plans were not rejected by one body or
the other by a constitutional majority
they would become effective within 60
days after submission.

At the time we had the Reorganization
Act of 1949 before this body we voted, by
not a too heavy majority, to require that
both bodies of the Congress reject the
reorganization plan or plans by a ma-
jority vote of both bodies. The bill was
sent to the other body and there they
wrote into the bill the simple majority
provision or that the reorganization plan
could be rejected by a simple majority
of a single House. The measure then
went to conference and was in confer-
ence for from 4 to 6 weeks. There was
considerable discussion of the constitu-
tional question as to whether or not Con-
gress could give to the President greater
legislative power than they themselves
had. Finally, as a matter of compro-
mise, the 1949 Reorganization Act, as we
now know it, was accepted by both
Houses, following the submission of the
conference report that a reorganization
plan can be rejected by a constitutional
majority of either House.

As I submittefl and introduced this bill,
H. R. 1979, and as it was referred to
the House Committee on Government
Operations, it carried a very, very simple
amendment to the Reorganization Act of
1949, which simply changed the expira-

' tion date from April 1, 1953, to April 1,

1955. The bill was written to accomplish
one purpose and one purpose only, and
that was to extend the 1949 Reorgani-
zation Act for 2 years, or until April 1,
1955. This was believed necessary in
order to give to the President power and
authority to submit reorganization plans
to Congress during the next 2 years, and
to permit their consideration by Con-
gress.

I think I should be frank enough to say
to the House that I had a rather lengthy
and a very fine discussion with General
Eisenhower in New York some time be-
fore he assumed the Presidency. I found
him to be very much interested and very
much concerned about the proper reor-
ganization of the executive branch of
the Government. We did not discuss de-
tails as to how this should be done, but
at that time he expressed the feeling that
the Reorganization Act should be ex-
tended, and I agreed with him in that
position. Later on those who represent
him in the executive branch in connec-
tion with reorganization matters came to
see me and to discuss rather thoroughly
and fully the different methods by which
reorganization plans could be submitted
and considered by the Congress. At that
time the question came up as to whether
or not any bill had been introduced in
either branch to extend the reorganiza-
tion authority contained in the 1949 Re-
organization Act. Upon investigation it
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was found such a bill had not been intro-
duced. Thereupon I introduced this
measure, H. R. 1979.

We asked for early consideration, by
the House Committee on Government
Operations, so as to give sufficient time
for the consideration of the bill and also
so the President might promptly know
the length of time he would have in which
to submit reorganization plans. Later
advice was brought to me and to some of
the other members of the committee that
the other body, which had been so in-
sistent when the original 1949 act was
before us, that a reorganization plan
could be vetoed by a simple majority of
either House, that the other body was
ready to report a bill which contained a
provision so as to require only a simple
majority to reject a reorganization plan,
rather than a constitutional majority as
now provided in the Reorganization Act
of 1949.

Then a discussion was held as to
whether or not, in order to avoid any
long-drawn-out conflict between the
two Houses, the House committee should
accept an amendment to the bill which
I had introduced so as to make it carry
the same wording as the bills before the
Senate.

I agreed that if this action was de=
sired, it would be satisfactory with me.
While I had the feeling there was a
constitutional question involved, I was
not in position to pass upon it, and was
therefore perfectly willing to give to
the President the same power President
Truman had during the past 21 or 3
years. I then stated that if the amend-
ment to put the House bill in line with
the proposed Senate bill was desired, the
amendment should be prepared and
submitted to me.

That amendment was prepared, and it
was not prepared on Capitol Hill. It
was later submitted to the chairman of
the House committee, who had at pre=
vious times expressed his belief that a
simple majority of one House was all
that should be required to veto or re-
ject a Presidential reorganization plan.
The amendment was introduced by him
in very good faith, with the understand-
ing that the simple majority arrange-
ment was entirely satisfactory to those
representing the President in reorgani-
zation matters. The amendment was
adopted by a majority vote of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

Let me say frankly that our minority
members of the committee expressed a
desire to give the new President the
same or even greater powers than the
1949 act gave to President Truman,

I was very much touched by the great
sympathy expressed by my Democratic
colleagues on the committee for our
President. I am very grateful to them.
I am sure they will continue to coop-
erate with the President on the adop-
tion of all his reorganization plans in the
future. We look forward to their as-
sistance and their aid in all these
matters.

May I say that some of the minority
members of our committee, and I am
saying this seriously and very frankly,
have been very helpful in the enactment
of reorganization legislation in the past.
However, I am sure that at that time



760

they did not have the same understand-
ing of the situation as the majority
members of the committee,

As evidence that the Republican mem-
bers of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations acted fairly, and did
only that which they believed was right,
I point to the official press statement
released later at the White House, in
which it was stated there had been some
sort of an agreement made to accept the
simple majority provision contained in
the bill reported in the other body. That
press statement made it clear, of course,
why the Republicans on the House com-
mittee went along with the Senate pro=
vision.

As far as I am personally concerned,
I am willing to trust the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate of the
United States with the simple majority
provision. I am convinced the President
of the United States will send to this
Congress reorganization plans so sound
that they will only have the support of
my Democratic colleagues on the Com-
mittee on Reorganization, but will also
have the support of the entire Congress,
with but few exceptions.

I think this whole matter has bezn
magnified by the press and by others at-
tempting to make it appear there was
a conflict developing between the Re-
publicans on Capitol Hill and the Re-
publicans in the White House. Of
course, I do not blame my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle for attempt-
ing—well, let me put it the other way—
at least they did not do anything to
dampen those wild news reports or to
quiet them down. It has really been
quite a tempest and teapot, may I say.

While the President has said through
his official statements that he did not
seck any more power than contained in
the bills reported by the other body, the
Republicans in the Congress and on our
committee, with few exceptions, are per-
fectly willing and ready to give the Pres-
ident all the reorganization power he
can use constitutionally. We certainly
are ready to give him as much author-
ity as President Truman was given,
especially in view of the fact——

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the
genfleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. May I please
complete my thought, and then I will be
‘glad to yield.

Mr. RAYBURN. Would the gentle-
man yield for a slight observation?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If I may please
complete my thought, then I will be glad
to yield for the gentleman’s observation.

Mr. RAYBURN. It is apropos of what
the gentleman has just said.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. RAYBURN. T just want to say to
the gentleman that, of course, the mi-
nority—the temporary minority—be-
lieves in really sound organization, and
we want to go along with sound policies.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is very
gracious of you.

Mr. RAYBURN. We would like to
know what the majority is going to
stand for so far as reorganization is con-
cerned from one week to the next. That
gaas been bothering us during the last 10

¥s.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am sure there
have been a great many things bothering
the minority recently.

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman has
been so lucid in his explanation of the
statements made at the White House,
and the action of the committees.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Let us not
make a speech, Mr. Speaker, please.

Mr. RAYBURN. This is my first op-
portunity to speak in this session.,

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will the gen-
tleman yield me time from his side if I
yield to him until my time expires?

Mr. RAYBURN. I just want to say we
would like to know what the program is.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. We shall cer-
tainly look forward to having the gentle-
man’s cooperation. I can understand
that the leadership on the Democratic
side has been somewhat confused about
what to expect, and I know you are
greatly concerned about some of these
situations, especially as to the future, as
well as the present. But, we are look-
ing forward to having your cooperation.
We are very happy that you have gone
on record, as minority leader, in support
of these Presidential papers. We lcok
forward to your aid in putting the Presi-
dent’s reorganization plans through the
Congress, and we are very, Vvery appre-
ciative.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If Imay
answer the gentleman, it will be a whole
lot better than what we have had in the
last 10 years. He need not worry about
that. He can rest assured of that.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am very
proud of the fact that we can say to the
former Speaker that President Eisen-
hower is perfectly willing to trust the
Congress of the United States, and so
has expressed himself through his offi-
cial press releases.

Mr, Speaker, let me conclude, if I may,
quickly, pointing out that this bill will,
of course, be brought up under the 5-
minute rule in Committee of the Whole,
where amendments may be offered, and
at which time, of course, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Horrmanl, the
chairman of the committee, will move to
adopt the committee amendment con-
tained in the bill. Upon amendment
each of you may vote as you decide is in
the best interest of the Government, and
as to whether you want to change from
the constitutional majority requirement
to a simple majority provision.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentle-
man state what his position is today?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. My position, as
the gentleman well knows—and the gen-
tleman, of course, cannot misrepresent
me on the floor, and I do not think
he would desire to do so—was to give the
President the exact power contained in
the 1949 act. Then, in view of the situ-
ation which developed in the other body,
which indicated this bill might be sent
to conference and develop into the
same situation which endangered the
1949 act under the gentleman's able
leadership, where it was tied up for 6
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weeks between the fwo Houses, I agreed
to accept the Senate amendment. I also
took this position in view of the fact that
I was given to understand the amend-
ment was entirely satisfactory to the
President, as was later made clear by
the statement issued by the official press
secretary to the President.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I cannot yield
too long. My time is short.

Mr. McCORMACK. I am anxious to
know what the gentleman’s position is
today.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I have said I
was perfectly willing to give the Presi-
dent the powers contained in the bill as
I introduced it, even though he did not
request them.

Mr. McCORMACK. In other words,
you are going to vote against the amend-
ment.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Certainly, since
there has been an understanding reached
with the other body eliminating the need
for such an amendment, and I hope you
will also.

Mr. McCORMACI. Well, I do not
know of any understanding.

Mr. BROWN cf Ohio. Of course you
do not. That is the trouble., Like some
of the rest of us, you are perhaps rather
uninformed, may I add, on all matters.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio has again expired.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I do not think this matter is quite as con-
troversial as it might appear to be. In
its final analysis it is rather simple.
During the Damocratic administration
we passed a Reorganization Act, in which
the President could make proposals for
rcorganization, which would become ef-
fective unless a constitutional majority
of one Hous2 voted against it. I think
it has been clearly demonstrated in the
committee, and here this morning, that
the minority party, the Democratic
Party, is anxious, as well as willing, to
cooperate with the President in giving
him an opportunity to carry out sound
policies. Therefore, the Democratic side
has proposed, and I understand will vote,
and did vote in the committee, to give to
President Eisenhower just as much power
and authority in reorganization matters
as we gave to the Democratic President.
As a practical matter, that is about the
only way you are going to bring about
effective reorganization. We are anxious
to cooperate to that end, but let me for
the moment explain what the parlia-
mentary situation is today.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
BrownN] introduced a simple bill which
amended existing law on reorganization,
by simply extending the date—changing
the date so that it would expire 2 years
from now instead of this year. In the
committee, by a vote of the majority
party that power of the President was
limited by this amendment which will
be proposed as a committee amendment.
That limitation provided that any re-
organization plan proposed by the Presi-
dent could be defeated by a simple vote
of a majority of the Members who might
be sitting on the floor at the time the
bill came up, rather than a constitutional
majority; that is, a majority of the whole
elected membership of the House or of
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the Senate, as the case might be. So
that when this bill comes to the floor you
will be presented with a committee
amendment which restricts the President
in his power to reorganize, so that a sim-
ple majority of the House could vote it
down.

If you believe in giving the President
more extended power, if you believe in
giving him the same power the Demo-
crats gave a Democratic President, then
you will vote with us to defeat that
amendment so that the law may be con-
tinued just as the original bill introduced
by the gentleman from Ohio provided,
namely, merely changing the date of ex-
piration.

I may say to the gentleman from Ohio
that I have only one more speaker; so
if the gentleman will use all but one
speaker on his side I will then yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
McCorMACK].

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes'to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorrl.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I am sure
we are all appreciative of the fact that
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
SmyaTH] has explained the parliamentary
situation; therefore, what I am about
to say will not add much of anything
new, because I agree that the Congress
is the final judge as to the powers to
be given to the executive department in
a matter of this kind.

The executive department has cer-
tainly indicated that it will be satisfied
with whatever action is taken by the
legislative department, that it does not
press for any specific or particular action
by this body. It does seem to me, how-
ever, that the powers which were given
to previous Presidents could, with pro-
priety, be given to the new President.
This view is supported by the letter, ap-
pearing in the committee report, of for-
mer President Hoover who indicated his
favorable attitude toward the centinu-
ance of the act for a 2-year period with-
out change and under the same powers
which were given President Truman.
Those who feel as President Hoover feels
and as President Truman felt need only
vote down the committee amendment
and we will have a simple extension of
the act.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
1 yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MCCORMACK].

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
think the statements made by my friend
from Virginia [Mr. SmitH] and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, ScorT]
present the legislative situation: That
those Members on both sides of the aisle
who want to give President Eisenhower
at least the same authority that was
given to former President Truman can
do so by voting down the committee
amendment when it comes up in the
Committee of the Whole. There will be
no necessity, as I understand, for a mo-
tion to move the amendment or strike it
out, because it is an amendment to a
bill reported out of a commitiee and will
come before the Committee of the Whole
under the 5-minute rule as an amend-
ment.

Without regard to the confusion of the
last week, and I am not going to enter
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into that too extensively, because I want
to be considerate of the disturbed views

and mental state of my friends on the’

Republican side where they find them-
selves on the first important measure of
this administration following the leader-
ship of the Democratic Party, I call at-
tention to the fact that only yesterday
the President in his message said:

I have already established a Committee on
Government Organization. The Commit-
tee is using as its point of departure the re-
ports of the Hoover Commission and subse-
quent studles by several independent agen-
cles.

I also call your attention to what Pres-
ident Eisenhower then further said only
yesterday:

To achieve the greater efficiency and econo-
my which the Committee analysis showed to
be possible I ask the Congress to extend the
present Government Reorganization Act for
a period of 18 months or 2 years beyond its

expiration date of April 1, 1953.

We all know that President Eisen-
hower’s press secretary last Thursday did
say that the simple-majority amendment
adopted by a majority of the committee
was acceptable to President Eisenhower.
We also know that the leader in the
other body next day said he did not think
it was agreeable. We all know that our
own distinguished majority leader, the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK],

‘according to a newspaper statement that

I read Saturday, as a result of the con-
ference held with representatives of the
White House, decided to go through with
the existing law.

Without regard to the statements
that have been made within the past 10
days, the President himself stated clearly
yesterday that he wants extended the
present law and not the bill as reported
out of the committee. I am not going
to make any further comment because
I have too deep a personal respect and
official respect also for my distinguished
friends on the Republican side; but the
fact remains that the 14 Democratic
members of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations voted against the
amendment. We voted to give to Presi-
dent Eisenhower the same authority that
was given by the Congress to ex-Presi-
dent Truman a little over 2 years ago.

Mr. Speaker, may I make this further
observation on the merits of the legis-
lation. I recognize there are some who
feel that there is a constitutional ques=-
tion involved, and I respect their views.
I recognize that the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Horrman] strongly feels
that way, and I deeply respect his views,
I recognize also there are some who
favor a simple majority as against a
constitutional majority, and I respect
their views, But, having lived with this
question as some of us have for years,
we realize, first, that the Congress in its
entire history has never made a reor-
ganization of the executive branch of
Government. In order to do so there
must be some practical action taken to
accomplish that end. We realize that
we have to delegate administrative au-
thority—not legislative authority but
administrative authority—to the Presi-
dent of the United States who is charged
with the responsibility to submit to the
Congress his plans.
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Under the law that was passed 3 years
ago and previously there were particu=
lar legislative standards prescribed that
the President must comply with. So it
is not a blanket delegation of legislative
authority. If we were to pass a law just
delegating it without general standards,
I would agree that there is a constitu-
tional question involved and, frankly, I
agree that we have no constitutional au-
thority to do so. But that is not what
we have done.

We have laid out broad legislative
standards. There is legislative criteria
contained in the present law and will be
in the law if extended that the President
of the United States must comply with.
Then we have the rejection which exists
in the legislative branch, reserving to
us the power of rejecting any plan sub-
mitted to the Congress by the President
of the United States.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield? The gentle-
man has made a very fair statement. I
wonder if he will permit me in turn to
ask a question?

Mr. McCORMACK. I will be glad to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If I understood

the gentleman's position correctly, both

in committee recently and in 1949 when
we had the original 1949 Reorganization
Act before us, it was his position that
there should be given to the President
the power to put into effect a reorgani-
zation plan unless a constitutional ma-~
jority of both Houses rejected it. Was
that the position of the gentleman?

Mr. McCORMACK. No; that was not
my position.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Was that not
the gentleman'’s position?

Mr. McCORMACK. No. My position
was that unless there was a concurrent
resolution introduced, which meant that
both bodies had to reject it by a simple
majority.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Then the gen-
tleman stood for rejection by both
bodies?

Mr. McCORMACEK. Yes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. In 19497

Mr. McCORMACK. We passed it
through this branch.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is right.

Mr. McCORMACEK. And that was the
follow-up of the two previous laws.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That was in
1949?

Mr. McCORMACEK. Yes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That was the
gentleman’s position. The gentleman
served on the conference committee.

Mr. McCORMACK. Exactly.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And the gen-
tleman brought in, did he not——

Mr. McCORMACEK. A constitutional
majority, exactly; reluctantly so, yes;
reluetantly so.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I understand.

Mr. McCORMACK. I wanted the
two-body rejection. Yes, I reluctantly
agreed to it.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio.- All right. Let
us go ahead.

Mr. McCORMACK. Afl right.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Let us be
logical.

Mr. McCORMACK. I would admit
that my friend is always logical, and I
shall try to respond.



762

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. All right.
Thank you. Now the gentleman in 1949
was faced with a practical situation as
the result of the position taken by an=-
other body of this Congress.

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes; but when
we went into the conference we had
something to compromise on. We did
wot compromise before we went there.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. All right.
Just a moment.

Mr. McCORMACK. Go ahead.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman
was practical enough that he accepted
a situation, reluctantly, as he pointed
out, which confronted him.

Mr, McCORMACK. Well, that is a
fair statement.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. You have no
criticism of anyone for reluctantly ac-
cepting some sort of a situation when the
other body has reported the bill.

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not think I
criticized anybody. I am going along
with a very understanding mind and a
mind of generosity. For whatever value
my opinion might be worth, I think the
President ought to be given authority
to do the job. We can talk back and
forth, but we want results. We are com-
ing now to a vote on this bill. No mat-
‘ter what somebody might have said
about the position here in the past 5
days, in the final result we want legisla-
tion that is in the best interest of our
country. Without regard to party, I

think it is for the best interest of the

country to give to President Eisenhower
the authority contained in the present
law. I would go further, I will be frank,
I would ge for a two-House veto; I be-
lieve in it, but that question is not before
the House today. The question before
the House is whether you are going to
give the President, when he submits a
plan, a constitutional majority to reject
it or a simple majority. I think it is in
the best interest of the people and of our
Government to give to President Eisen-
hower the same authority we gave to
President Truman. I hope when that
vote comes that you Republicans, or
enough of you Republicans, will join with
us Democrats to give the leadership to
the country that will bring about a strong
bill and to give to President Eisenhower
the power to efficiently and efectively
make reorganizations.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Michigan [(Mr, OaAx-
MaN],

Mr. OAEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include a telegram re-
ceived from Charles B. Coates.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

Mr. OAKMAN. Mr. Speaker, the pres-
ent effort to reduce the powers of the
President of the United States, with re-
spect to reorganization of the executive
branch of Government, constitutes in my
opinion a direct repudiation of one of
the most solemn promises made by the
Republican Party, in the course of the
recent election campaign.

In support of my thesis that the Amer-
fcan people want and expect the new
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administration to reorganize and stream-
line the Federal Government, let me
quote briefly from the Republican plat-
form of 1952.

Said the platform:

We pledge a thorough reorganization of the
Federal Government in accordance with the
principles set forth in the report of the
Hoover Commission, which was established
by the Republican Eightieth Congress.

Nothing could be clearer than that,
Mr. Speaker. Republican leaders made
a definite promise. The voters took that
promise into consideration when they
gave President Ejsenhower the biggest
vote ever given to an American President.

Now we are presented with our first
major opportunity to support the Presi-
dent in his effort to make good on the
campaign promises which enabled him
to lead his party back into control of
both legislative and executive branches
of the Government.

This promise to reorganize and stream-
line the Government in accordance with
the principles set forth in the Hoover
report is no less important to the welfare
of the American people than is that other
promise to seek an honorable and vic-
torious end to the war in Korea.

We cannot—we must not—fail to sup-
port the President now. We must retain
to him those adequate powers to reor-
ganize the executive branch of Govern-
ment which were possessed by his prede-
cessor in office. In my own opinion, we
would do well if we should strengthen
rather than weaken those powers.

Originally the Hoover Commission rec-
ommended to the Congress that both
Houses should have to veto a reorgani-
zation plan proposed by the President in
order to set it aside. The final decision
to permit a veto by either or both Houses
was a compromise.

That there may have been reason for
the compromise, at the time it was made,
is more than possible in the light of an-
other paragraph in the Republican plat-
form,

Said the platform:

We denounce the duplicity in submitting
to Congress for approval, reorganization
plans which were represented as being in
accordance with the principles of the Hoover
Commission recommendations, but which in
fact were actually intended to further parti-

san political purposes of the administration
in power.

The compromise was made before my
time on this floor, and so I know little of
the specific considerations on which it
was based. But I do know, Mr. Speaker,
that 46 public laws have bLeen passed,
implementing the Hoover report, and
30 or more proposals by the Demo-
cratic administration were approved.

This means that approximately 50
percent of the Hoover Commission
recommendations today are in effect.
Government operational savings, as a
result, are estimated at $2,000,000,000
annually. That the Democratic admin-
istration more than offset these savings
by expenditures elsewhere, is beside the
point at this time.

In any event, political scientists and
other students of government know that
because of failure to complete properly
the job of reorganizing the executive
branch of the Federal establishment, it
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is not the President, not the Congress,
not the American people, but the bu-
reaucrats who have been running the
people’s business—the Federal Govern-
ment—for too long.

Because of these things, it is quite
understandable that some Members of
this honorable body should entertain
lively fears as to the possibility of fur-
ther misuse of the reorganizing power.
No doubt they recognize, as we all must,
that even Presidents and their advisers
are human, and that power tends to
corrupt.

But in view of the accomplishments of
the new administration in the first 2
weeks of its existence, and in view of
the program laid down by President
Eisenhower in his message on the state
of the Union, I think we can rest assured
that any new reorganization plans pre-
sented to the Congress will be such as
the Hoover Commission, in its wisdom,
really intended.

Still further, it seems to me, we can be
sure that the new President and his ad-
visers will take a good look at the re-
organization plans already approved and
in effect, with a view toward making
them conform more closely with the in-
tent of the Hoover Commission, and
hence with the intent of Congress.

It may be argued that Congress is the
real governing body of the Federal
Union, and that it is the duty of Con-
gress itself to handle the reorganization
in all its details. These arguments are
not to be controverted.

From the theoretical standpoint, they
are good arguments. They are quite un-
answerable. But we are faced here, Mr.
Speaker, with a condition and not a
theory. Experience has shown that the
Congress, by reason of so many conflict-
ing interests and ideas, cannot effectively
reorganize the executive branch of Gov-
ernment.

Past efforts by Congress to legislate re-
organization of the various agencies of
Government, I believe, too often have re-
sulted in compromise, when compromise
served only to render the reorganization
futile. The sole cure for this condition, I
submit, is to continue the reorganization
power in the hands of the President, and
to give him authority consonant with his
responsibility.

If the President of the United States
must tailor each reorganization proposal
to meet the possibility of veto by a simple
majority of either House of Congress,
then he may find it necessary to com-
promise with the facts, if not with his
own conscience.

On the other hand, if he feels confident
that his proposals will not be defeated
by a minority, he can be expected to make
them such as may redound to Govern-
ment economy and efficiency, and to hon-
esty in the conduct of public affairs,

The Government of the United States,
may I say, constitutes the largest and
most powerful corporation on the face of
the globe. As such, and within the
framework of constitutional law and the
facts of political life, it must be trans-
formed into the ultimate exemplar of
corporate efficiency.

Now we have a President who can be
trusted, on his record, to use the reorgan-
izing power to good and honorable ad-
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vantage. We know, in any event, that
powers which Congress confers, Congress
can take away.

Then let us give to the President the
reorganizing power, subject to veto only
by a constitutional majority of either
House of Congress. I do not believe that
one House or the other, in the unlikely
event a proposal should be foolish or
wrongful, would fail to veto it by such
a majority.

On this basis, is there any reason why
we should load the dice against a full
and effective reorganization of the ex-
ecutive branch? On the contrary, there
{5 every reason why we should not.

As for myself, I would paraphrase the
statement of a former Secretary of
State; but please note, in a different con-
text and with implications quite to the
contrary.

I would say: “I shall not be one to turn
my back on the President of the United
States.”

New York, N. Y., February 2, 1853.
Hon, CHARLES G. OAKMAN,
House Office Building:

We share your concern over the proposed
amendment to the bill extending the Reor=-
ganization Act of 1949. In our view the sub-
stitution of an ordinary majority for a con=-
stitutional majority in either House greatly
endangers the outlook for any substantial
action on reorganization. In effect it means
that 26 Members of a Legislature of 531 can
negate the President’s proposals, even though
these may fully express the best thinking of
the administration of the Congress as a whole
and the public. This amendment represents
a long step backward at the very time when
the Nation should be moving forward to in-
sure a well-organized compact responsive ex-
ecutive branch so gravely needed in a time
of crisis. I am sure that Dr. Pollock and the
other members of the Hoover Commission
ghare this view. In the absence of Chairman
Bidney A. Mitchell please accept the assur-
ance that the Citizens Committee for the
Hoover Report strongly urges renewal of the
Organization Act of 1948 without amend-
ment,

CHARLES B. COATES,

Vice Chairman and General Manager,
Citizens Committee for the Hoover
Report.

PHILADELPHIA, PA,, February 3, 1953.
Hon. CHARLES G. OAKMAN,

House of Representatives,

House Office Building,

DeAR Mr. Oaxman: Thank you for your
telegram ‘of February 2 regarding the re-
organization bills reported by the House
and Senate committees permitting veto of
pregidential plans by a simple majority of
either Chamber. I share your concern about
this proposed curtailment of the President's
powers. It would seem to me that President
Eisenhower should have at least as much
authority with respect to reorganization as
was enjoyed by the outgoing administration.

Obviously if the proposal to permit veto
by a simple majority goes through, little, if
any, reorganization of an effective nature
can be obtained. We are working very hard
to provide the special committee with worth=
while recommendations to the end of in-
sguring the soundest possible management of
the executive branch. I hope that Congress
will support us in our efforts by granting
the President the kind of reorganization
powers wirich he needs to do his job.

My friend, Jim Pollock, as a former Hoover
Commissioner, undoubtedly thoroughly un-
derstands the seriousness of the proposed
curtailment of the President's powers. I
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very much appreclate your getting in touch
with me, and I wish you the best of suc=
cess in your efforts,
Sincerely,
RoperT L. JOHNSON,
Director, Temple University Survey
of Federal Reorganization.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK].

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, it is
quite obvious we are getting away to a
good start in this Congress. We have
Democrats in the leadership, including
my very estimable friends, ex-Speaker
RAYBURN and ex-Majority Leader Mc-
CormACK, who want to go along with the
administration. For that I am very
happy. I do not know how long that will
last. Maybe a little later on we will be
dividing up the men from the boys, I do
not know, but we hope it will last for a
long time, because Mr. RAYBURN has
spoken a time or two of the temporary
minority in which he presently finds
himself. May I say that I can under-
stand his disappointment at being in
the minority, but he can probably look
forward to a very considerable service
in that capacity.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. BrowN], who has made
such an able statement here. May I call
the attention of those of you who may
have forgotten it, and maybe some who
are newcomers here who never did know
about it, to the fact that it was he who
back in the Republican Eightieth Con-
gress initiated the action that created
the Hoover Commission. Insofar as
the reorganization of the executive
branch of the Government is concerned,
that was the starting poini{ for about
everything that has been accomplished
that has been worth while.

There is more work to be done and we
hope to get it done, but let us not forget
as we talk about who is going to carry
on the processes of reorganization, and
there certainly is much room for reor-
ganization, that it was the Republican
Party and the majority leadership of the
Eightieth Congress that started the show.

The Commission operated under the
leadership of ex-President Hoover and
did a good job, everything considered.
As I say, many of their recommendations
are yet to be acted upon.

There is another thing that has come
out of all this. I realize with many that
there has been something of a tempest in
a teapot, because I do not think there is
anything to be too much concerned
about. But one thing is erystal clear and
that is that we have in the White House
today a President of the United States
who by his every act and word convinces
me, as he must convince you, that he
wants to cooperate with the Congress of
the United States, that he wants to grant
and yield to the Congress of the United
States its rightful position as the legisla-
tive branch of the Government under our
time-honored, constitutional tripartite
system.

I know there are some people present
who do not think much of the method
of reorganization that is here proposed.
They did not like it when it started. I
can remember those early days when we
had some bitter battles here under
Democratic leadership, when the right
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was sought to interfere with the Comp-
troller General who is an officer of the
Congress of the United States alone, and
when the right was sought to destroy the
great quasi-legislative agencies of the
Government. Those proposals were
turned back. But finally in 1949, after
the creation of the Hoover Commission,
I think it was generally recognized that
this sort of arrangement was desirable
in the public interest.

It does do some violence to the con-
cept of legislative authority under which
we initiate legislation in the Congress of
the United States, because what we real-
ly do is transfer to the executive branch
of the Government the power to initiate
the legislation, reserving to ourselves the
right of veto. However, as has been
pointed out so well by the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack],
I think experience has demonstrated
that it is necessary on occasion that we
have that device in order to bring about
effective reorganization.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts,

Mr. McCORMACEK. It is not an un-
limited delegation, but it is a broad,
general delegation.

Mr. HALLECK. That is true.

In order that my position may be made
perfectly clear, I am going to support
this bill, I am going to vote against the
amendment, if it is offered, and I am go-~
ing to vote for the bill on passage. I
think that is the attitude that most of
us are going to. take.

There has been talk about a simple
majority and a constitutional majority.
The matter was discussed at the White
House when we were down there. The
fact of the matter is that a great many
people in this body and the other body,
Democrats and Republicans, have firmly
believed for years that the simple ma-
Jjority route is the best route. They be=
lieve that they can sustain it with good
argument,

We all realize that earlier when this
matter was before the other body there
was insistence on the simple majority.
It has been pointed out by my friend
from Ohio [Mr. Brown] that the matter
was long in conference. It became some-
thing of a crisis before the matter was
brought out of conference. So I can
understand the things that were in the
minds of our people on the committee.

Let me make this further point—that
I know of my own knowledge that our
people on that committee acted the other
day upon information which under the
circumstances, would be considered re-
liable. They had every reason to believe
that the simple majority route was per-
haps not desired by certain people at the
White House but, at least, in the attitude.
they have taken of cooperation and ab-
sence of dictation and domination, may-
be it would be agreeable.

But since that time it is now evident
and apparent to all of us that what is
really desired, and what we ought to give
to the President is the power contained
in the bill as originally introduced by the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Brownl.
And certainly the fact that he intro-
duced that bill in that form is evidence
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of his good faith, and evidence of the
good faith on the part of everyone who
undertook to deal with this matter.

1 do not know how much difference the
matter of the simple majority and the
matter of the constitutional majority
would make in practice, I understand
that in this body there was only one oc-
casion when a plan would have been
defeated under the simple majority op-
eration, but it did carry and was not
vetoed here because of the requirement
for the constitutional majority. Now,
certainly if the experience in the other
body were the same as that, then it
would be tweedledee and tweedledum as
to which plan we adopted.

But in any event the President of the
United States through his campaign ex-
pressed himself as being highly desirous
of bringing about much needed reorgani-
zation in the executive branch of the
Government, I think everyone who
heard him here yesterday is impressed
with his sincerity and with his devotion
to the accomplishment of the objectives
which he outlined. I, for one, want to
give him the right and the power and the
opportunity as far as I can do so under
the Constitution, and in accordance with
the dictates of my conscience, to make
it possible for him to accomplish those
objectives and do the job that I know
needs to be done in the matter of
streamlining the executive branch of the
Government for more efficiency and
economy in our whole operation.

So thanks again to all of you people
for just going along with us. We are
glad to have you, and as the gentleman
from Ohio said, we hope it will last a
long time, because although we might be
able to do it by ourselves, if it is possible
that you go along with us, and we need
not do it by ourselves, it will be just that
much better.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Indiana has expired.

All time has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr, Speaker, I
move the previous question on the reso-
lution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H. R. 1979) to
amend the Reorganization Act of 1949
so that such aect will apply to reorganiza-
tion plans transmitted to the Congress at
any time before April 1, 1955; and pend-
ing that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
who speak in Committee of the Whole
may have permission to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include certain
other matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Michigan.

The motion was agreed tfo.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
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sideration of the bill H. R. 1979, with Mr.
JENKINS in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read=-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BrownN-
soN], a member of the committee.

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Chairman, the
persistent attempts of the minority to
suggest that utter confusion exists in the
ranks of the Republican Party are obvi-
ously moves to stress partisan politics at
a time when the citizens are much more
interested in action toward sound, eco-
nomical, efficient Government.

What are the facts? Simply these.
There were several conferences and con-
versations last week between the Presi-
dent and his advisers and representa-
tives of the leadership of Congress. In-
stead of recognizing these conferences as
worthwhile meetings of able leaders in
search of a solution to the problem of
reorganization, the opposition chooses,
quite arbitrarily, to condemn them as
confusion.

After discussing this legislation with
my colleagues, I find that I am one of
the many of the majority side of the aisle
who are not disturbed by these frank
discussions between the executive branch
and the representatives of our legisla-
tive bodies. Attempts to adjust the deli-
cate balance between the power of the
Executive and the power of Congress are
normal to our form of Government.
Dr. Ernest S. Griffith, director, legislative
reference service, in his valuable study,
Congress: Its Contemporary Role, dis=
cusses the problem of executive-legis-
lative relations at great length in chapter
4, using as his lead paragraph the fol-
lowing thought which seems particularly
applicable to the informal maneuvering
of the past week:

Far more attention has been pald to the
clashes, rivalries, and differences between
the executive In general, and the President
in particular, on the one hand and Congress
on the other than to their cooperation. We
must grant that it is sociclogically inherent
that two coordinate centers of power operat-
ing in a common area will be jealous of each
other and will each strive to gain the ascend-
ancy. But it is also psychologically true that
there will be accommodation when the
shared end is great enough to command a
common loyalty or urgent enough to force
a solution. If the persons involved are pub-
lic-spirited, naturally friendly, and broad-
gaged—and more often than not the Presi-
dent, the department heads, and the Con-
gressmen are all three—the Government be-
comes workable. Their mutually indepen-
ent positions also have this advantage, that
each usually ‘is required to convince the
other—always a humbling and wholesome
experience—before eflective action can be
taken.

To me, and to the American pecple, it
is refreshing to have a President in the
‘White House who will discuss these im-
portant reorganization proposals in a
series of meetings with the leaders of
Congress. It is reassuring to have a
Chief Executive who does not make de-
mands on Congress; who does not send
down directives to a rubber-stamp
House. It is certainly different to have
a President with whom it is possible
for the leaders of Congress to exchange
ideas in deliberative discussions, calcu-
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lated fo produce the best posible reor=
ganization legislation.

Already in this debate the argument
has been frequently advanced that Presi-
dent Eisenhower should be granted at
least as much authority as former Presi-
dent Truman was given by the Eighty-
first and Eighty-second Congresses.
While I appreciate the desire of those
who advance this theory to cooperate
fully with the President, I do not find
this reason a valid argument in favor of
the legislation which we are considering
today.

It does seem to me, however, that there
exists a most valid reason for extending
to President Eisenhower, at this time,
the full authority to reorganize the ex-
ecutive branch of the Federal Govern-
ment, which has been enjoyed by other
Presidents. This reason, which tran-
scends the flelds of personalities and
politics is based on the faect that many
of the Hoover Commission proposals,
published in 1949, have not yet been
given serious consideration by the legis-
lative committees of the Congress and
have not yet been reported out for action
on the floor of the House either as a
Presidential reorganization plan or in
the form of congressionally drafted leg-
islation. This reason is entirely beyond
the argument that this power was pre-
viously given to President Truman. It
is a line of reasoning based entirely on
the enormity of the job that is still
ahead.

The best estimates that I have been
able to get from political scientists and
other observers of this area of reorgani-
zation, indicate that only approximately
50 or 55 percent of the Hoover Com-
mission recommendations have been
adopted. That leaves an all-important
area of 45 to 50 percent of the Com-
mission’s recommendations yet ahead
of us.

Members of the House far more exper-
ienced that I am in the passage of legis-
lation tell me that the 45 to 50 percent
of the Hoover Commission recommenda-
tions which have not yet been considered,
represent the really difficult achieve-
ments in- reorganization. The road
ahead is difficult to travel into areas
where reorganization will be difficult—
areas where pressures from the agencies
and pressures from interest groups will
be heaviest. With the difficult problems
attendant upon reorganizing thé Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Post Office De-
partment, the Veterans’ Administration,
and social security facing President
Eisenhower, I maintain that it is essen-
tial that we continue the reorganization
authority as it exists.

While I realize that at most, the re-
ports of the Hoover Commission were
intended to serve only as a guide to Con-
gress and were never considered at any
time to constitute a mandate either to
the Executive or to Congress, I do he-
lieve that the 18 areas of reorganization
covered by the Commission represent
fields in which some action should be
taken. If we are to assume that reor-
ganization of one type or another is de-
sirable in these 18 areas, let us look for
a moment at the reorganization box score
approximately as it appears today. Ob-
viously, it is unlikely that any two au-
thorities would agree exactly on the per-
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cent of reorganization achieved in any
given field.

However, the percentages I shall quote
indicate approximately the current box
score on Hoover Commission reorgani-
zation.

In the area of general management
there has been an estimated 80 percent
of the reorganization accomplished and
legislation enacted, with 20 percent to

0.

The field of personnel management
does not look quite so good, with only
35 percent enacted and 65 percent to
go.

As far as the office of General Serv-
ices and Supply Activities is concerned,
we find 95 percent enacted; 5 percent
to go.

Post Office Department, 30 percent en-
acted; 70 percent to go.

Area of foreign affairs, 80 percent en-
acted and 20 percent to go.

Department of Agriculture, zero per-
cent enacted; 100 percent to go.

Area of budgeting and accounting, 85
percent enacted; 15 percent to go.

National-security organizations, 95
percent enacted; 5 percent to go.

Veterans’ affairs, 5 percent enacted; 95
percent to go.

Department of Commerce, 70 percent
enacted; 30 percent to go.

Treasury Department, 40 percent en-
acted; 60 percent to go.

Regulatory agencies, 66 percent en-
acted; 34 percent to go.

Department of Labor, 80 percent en-
acted; 20 percent to go.

Department of Interior, 20 percent en-
acted; 80 percent to go.

Social Security and Indian Affairs, 5
percent enacted; 95 percent to go.

Medical activities, 10 percent enacted;
90 percent to go.

Federal business enterprises, 25 per-
cent enacted; 75 percent to go.

Overseas orgamzatdons, Federal and
State Relations and Federal Research,
50 percent enacted; 50 percent to go.

General Management, 80 percent en-
acted; 20 percent to go.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I prefer to take
the position that this House may at some
time reach a point where it is unneces-
sary to delegate reorganization author-
ity; a point where it will be possible for
all reorganization legislation to come
through committee as any other legisla-
tion would come, so that the will of the
House may be worked upon this legisla-
tion in committee, and so that the
amendments of the House might be ac-
cepted in the Committee of the Whole.

Unfortunately, I do not believe that
time has yet come. I am hopeful that
with the vigorous attention to the field
of reorganization which President Eisen-
hower pledged to us yesterday in his
state of the Union message, this is the
last time it will be necessary for us to
meet here in this House of Representa-
tives and delegate some of our legisla-
tive power to the Executive. However,
I feel that with the area of accomplish-
ments that still lie ahead of us, with the
way progress has been delayed—and I
make no charges of a partisan nature in
marking that delay, we must continue
the full reorganization authority of the
President. In 3 years we have consid-
ered only 55 percent of the total Hoover
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Commission program. On that basis I
say that this authority is needed, and it
is needed without amendment, if we are
going to proceed on toward a real solu-
tion to the reorganization problems of
the Federal Government and make it
practical for President Eisenhower and
for all of us in Congress to bring about
a realization of the campaign promises
on which we were elected in this last elec-
tion; promises of efficiency, economy,
and common sense in Government.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWNSON. I am glad to yield
to my distinguished chairman.

M.
gentleman made a most instructive
statement when he told us the various
percentages of the Hoover recommenda-
tions which have been effectuated. The
gentleman recalls, of course, that Repub-
licans introduced bills to implement every
one of the Hoover Commission’s recom-
mendations way back when the opposi-
tion was in full confrol. If there is any-
thing to be said about their not being
effectuated it rests not with the present
majority, but with the minority on the
other side of the aisle.

Mr. BROWNSON. I certainly agree
with my distinguished chairman, for I
well remember the great difficulty I had
trying to get some of the Hoover Com-
mission legislation considered in the last
session of Congress when the Democratic
Party controlled our subcommittees and
our committee.

Since our distinguished committee
chairman commented on the percentage
of achievement figures, it may be of in-
terest to suggest what these uncompleted
areas might be expected to mean in dol-
lar economies. The Hoover Commission
task force on personnel estimated a sav-
ings of between $256,000,000 and $600,
000,000 when its recommendations were
enacted and personnel reorganization
was completed. Since we still have 65
percent of the way to go in this field, it
may be possible to predict savings of
between $166,000,000 and $390,000,000 if
this reorganization is productive of the
economy its planners prediet.

In the field of veterans affairs possible
savings of $71,000,000 might result if the
other 95 percent of reorganization could
be completed in such a manner that
benefits to the veteran would not suffer.

In the area of revolving funds and
business enterprises with 75 percent of
the way yet to go, toward the task force
estimate of $30,000,000 in savings, it ap-
pears that $22,500,000 may be saved by
completing reorganization. Add to
these an estimated savings of $44,000,000
in agriculture activities, in which area no
reorganization progress has been re-
ported and a possible $98,000,000 saving
in the completion of reorganization of
the Post Office Department and you have
between $400,000,000 and $620,000,000
which may be saved annually if President
Eisenhower is given the authority- to
complete the reorganization program
started in 1949 on the basis of legislation
passed by the Republican Eightieth
Congress.

The stakes are high; the need is des-
perate., The responsibility is ours. Once
the controversial portions of the Hoover
Commission recommendations have re=
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ceived a fair hearing, T can see no need
for further delegation of legislative au-
thority; a delegation which I know is
distasteful to many thoughtful st.udents
of government in this House,

As for myself, I shall vote against the
amendment and in favor of the bill in
order that the desire of the voters for
efficiency and economy in Government,
through reorganization, will not be frus-
trating in this Republican administration
as it has been for the past 2 years.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man. I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, it is with pardonable
pride that I rise to address you at this
time; I am proud of the fact that the
committee of which I was the chairman
was responsible for the Reorganization
Act of 1949 under which 65 percent—
and I have the authority of the Citizens
Committee on the Hoover Report for
that ficure—65 percent of the recom-
mendations were effectuated either by
legislation or by planning. I am proud
also of the fact that I belong to the
party that gives reorganization not a
mouth service but a real service. We be-
lieve that the people of these United
States are entitled to reorganization in
the executive department. We know
that the executive department has grown
through the years, because of war and
because of the necessity of rapidly meet-
ing emergencies that have arisen, that
many, many agencies came into being
until now the executive department is a
sprawling, loosely arranged organization
and badly needs reorganizing. We also
know something of the difficulties of re-
organization, because every head of every
department, bureau, or commission
wants reorganization, but not of his own
agency; consequently, when legislation
was sought from the Congress the head
of any department to be reorganized
was found not only objecting himself
but going throughout the country and
raising a lobby that would bring pressure
upon different Congressmen against re-
organizing that department. So that
when Congress, in its judgment, turned
over to the head of the executive depart-
ment, the President, the duty of sub-
mitting reorganization plans, it took the
opportunity out of the hands of the heads
of bureaus and commissions and relieved
them of the task of lobbying against the
bill, because I do not helieve that the
head of any bureau, department, or com=-
mission in the Federal Government
would come up here and lobby against
a plan that had been submitted to us
by the President; so it was absolutely
necessary in order to reorganize the ex-
ecutive department that we put the re-
sponsibility in the hands of the Chief
Executive.

Experience has shown that we still
ought to give him sufficient power and
authority that any upsetting of the plan
could come about only after due delib-
eration and due debate in this Congress.
That was shown because the Reorgani-
zation Act, known as the Economy Act
of 1932, which was the same act that
this law as amended would be, the simple
one-House veto, President Hoover sent
up many plans, but not a single plan
sent up by him under that law was
ever enacted into law.
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Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan.- Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois, I will always
yield gladly to my distinguished chair-
man,

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. And
they were rejected by a Democratic Con-
gress, were they not?

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. And it looks
like President Eisenhower’s requests are
going to be turned down by a Republican
majority, does it not?

Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan. Wait
and see.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. No, we will
not wait and see, because in my judg-
ment you now know it is not a good thing
to tie President Eisenmhower’s hands by
such a law. I am proud that in the
committee the Democratic members of
the committee, who had given so much
time and attention to the subject of re-
organization, were willing not to tie the
hands of the President but were willing
to give him sufficient authority to enable
him to do a good job of reorganization.
We were willing not only to go beyond
the constitutional majority of either
House but to require a majority of both
Houses in order to defeat a Presidential
plan,

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
correction?

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. I yield once
again to my distinguished chairman.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do not
propose and never did propose to tie the
hands of the President.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. If the gen-

~tleman will make his statement in his
own time I would appreciate it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I want
the constitutional authority vested in
the Congress of the United States to re-
main there.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. The gentle-
man talks about constitutional authority.
That is not a new question, because Con-
gress after Congress has given the Presi-
dent the power to reorganize, beginning
with President Hoover on down, and not
once has it been attacked and found un-
constitutional as far as the delegation
of power was concerned. So the gentle-
man lives in a yesteryear, the gentleman
will not recognize what is happening
every day; the real fact is that the gen-
tleman does not believe in any type of
reorganization. That is why he was for
the simple majority of either House,
which is shown both by his words and
by his vote in the committee.

In giving due deference to the Demo-
crats on that committee, I could not
be fair if I did not state that the vote
in committee was 15 to 14. There are
30 members of that committee. One Re-
publican voted “present.” I could not
be fair unless I paid deference to that
one Republican who because he believed
that the President ought to be given ade-
quate power, because he knows the diffi-
culty of getting reorganization through
this Congress, would not vote with us
but would not vote with them. So the
vote stood 14 to 15 in committee with
one voting “present.”

Mr. Chairman, I am hopeful that when
this amendment comes before the House
the House, as well as the other body,
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will support the hand of our new Presi-
dent and that the Congress will give at
least the power that was given to former
President Harry S. Truman. And while
I am standing here as a Member of the
House, I want to say once again that I
am proud to be a Member of this body
when I see what the House has always
done about reorganization.

Out of all of the plans submitted by
the President there was only one plan
defeated in this House. That was the
plan to give to FSA cabinet status and,
in my opinion, that was rather a per-
sonal matter than one aimed against the
plan itself. So we have the situation

-where every plan submitted by the past

President except one was accepted by
this House. Any plans that were de-
feated was done over in the other body.

So, as we stand here talking about
reorganization, I am hopeful that the
Republicans will, as a matter of pride,
abandon that stand and I am hoping
they will agree with the Democratic mi-
nority that does not play politics with
matters of interest to our country.

Mr. JUDD. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. I always
yield to one whom I regard so highly,
a distinguished member of our commit-
tee.

Mr. JUDD. I thank the gentleman
for his regard which he knows I share
in equal measure for him. But does the
gentleman think that either Republicans
or Democrats sought to abandon what
they regard as important principles, just
because the President is of their party?

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. I think the

Republicans ought to learn the difference

between principles and good judgment.

Mr, JUDD. Some of us have crusaded
all these years for principles. We think
they are more important than men—any
men., I am sure the gentleman would
not ask us to abandon what we believe
to be constitutional prineiples just be-
cause it might be more expedient and
might be better politics and perhaps
might be portrayed as betfer judgment.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. The gentle-
man does not understand anything I
said if he puts that construction on my
language. I thought I had the powers
of expression. None of us would aban-
don principles, and it is good principle
of government administration to give the
President of the United States power to
reorganize the executive department.
If Congress holds to its right to initiate
all legislation on reorganizing the execu-
tive department, why has it not done so?
Why did it not do it throughout all these
years? In all these years Congress has
not, on its own motion, taken the time
to go into extensive reorganizations of
the executive department. Let us do it.
And, when they start it, they will find
pressure will be brought on them that
cannot be brought on the President of the
United States, because he is the head of
the executive department, and those who
would bring pressure on Congress would
not bring it on him.

Mr. JUDD. I am sorry if I misunder-
stood. The gentleman knows that both
he and I have favored reorganization
powers and plans, but it is the method
and the final authority on which we dis-
agree,
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Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. That is why
I am wondering why you are abandoning
your President.

Mr. JUDD. We are not abandoning
our President. We are refusing to aban-
don our conviction that on every matter
of legislative responsibility the final say
must be in the Congress. It is not that
we love our President less, but that we
love our Constitution, as we understand
it, more.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois,
Nation more than that.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs, St
GEORGE].

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman,
may I say that I also agree in the state-
ment that was recently made that we are
getting off to a very good start. We get
a great deal of sympathy, solicitude,
and humor from our friends on the other
side of the aisle, and we also get rapped
on the knuckles by them quite frequent-
ly. But may I say that this whole mat-
ter has been made rather larger and
more important than it should be. It is
merely a question of perhaps a slight
misunderstanding. Certainly, the Re-
publicans on the committee as far as I
know were in favor of reorganization.
There has never been any question of
that in anyone’s mind. There may have
been, indeed, and quite properly so, a
question as to method, a question as to
the constitutionality, a question of what
kind of majority would be preferred:
constitutional or a straight majority.
On the other hand, we were assured that
this amendment as it was offered and
passed by the committee was written
downtown and was entirely acceptable.
This was verified when Mr. Hagerty
made a statement to . the press that
the President had no objection to the
amendment. Now in the course of time
it appears that it is not so desirable; that
it would impair the powers of the Presi-
dent and that his thought has been
changed. I am not one who objects to
people changing their minds; in faet, I
belong to a sex that has always upheld
that prerogative. Not only that, I am
also a great believer, and I recommend
it to a great many of my colleagues, that
consistency is the vice of little minds.
It is a good thing to be able to learn, it
is a good thing to be able to change, and
I for one propose to change, because I
told my people before the election that
one of the things I would do in this Con-
gress would be to support President
Eisenhower; that if at any time or on
any occasion his judgment and mine
should clash, I would submit my judg-
ment to his, because I feel that he has
proved in the past and will prove in the
future that his judgment is far better
than mine. Therefore this change will
not upset me in the least and I do not
believe it is going to upset many people
on the committee. I have no doubt that
our friends, the press, who still hold con-
sistency as the greatest virtue, will make
the most of it, and my reply to them is,
go ahead and try to do it. As long as the
people understand the situation we do
not have to worry about a few smart
remarks and a few humorous quips,
which we are glad to accept at any time.

We love our
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Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD].

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
during the recent campaign, President
Eisenhower made a promise to the
American people that when he was
elected he would initiate plans to reor-
ganize and streamline the administrative
and executive branch of Government.
In his speech at St. Louis, Mo., on Octo-
ber 20, 1952, he spoke on this subject in
some detail. That our President was
sincere in this pledge is evidenced by his
request that Congress extend the Reor-
ganization Act of 1949, in order that he
might have the authority to present to
the Congress, under special conditions,
certain plans to reorganize the executive
departments of Government.

Further evidence of his sincerity is
given in the fact that his first request
for legislation from Congress was the
particular request to extend the Reor-
ganization Act of 1949. Additional evi-
dence is furnished by the fact that Mr.
Dodge, the new Director of the Budget,
appeared before the House Committee
on Government Operations on January
27, 1953, and conveyed to us the wishes
of the President.

In not less than eight instances, Mr.
Dodge made quite clear that the admin-
istration wanted the Reorganization Act
of 1949 extended without change, modi-
fication or amendment.

If the Members will consult nages 9
and 10 of the report they may read the
exact words Mr. Dodge used before the
Government Operations Committee, I
notice that the majority report of our
committee also quotes the Honorable
Joseph M. Dodge’s endorsement of H. R.
1979.

Let me pause at this point to empha-
size the fact that Mr. Dodge's testimony
in favor of H. R. 1979 pertained to the
bill as originally introduced in the House
by the gentleman from Ohio, the Honor-
able CLARENCE BrowN, ‘and as originally
introduced in the other hody by the
senior Senator from Ohio.

Mr. Dodge’s endorsement did not per-
tain to the bill as amended by the Hoff-
man amendment. This is brought out
clearly by his answers to questions on
the possible effect of this type of amend-
ment. You will find those answers on
pages 9 and 10 of the report.

Mr. Dodge was the only witness be-
fore our committee on this bill, with the
exception of the sponsor of the hill, the
Honorzable CLARENCE BrowN, who is a
member of the committee. No testi-
mony was received from witnesses on
behalf of the Hoffman amendment. At
the conclusion of the testimony of Mr.
Dodge, and the statement made by Mr.
Brown on behalf of his bill, the Hoffman
amendment was offered and was adopted
by a vote of 15 Republicans in the af-
firmative, one Republican voting present,
and 14 Democrats voting against the
amendment to substitute a simple ma-
jority for the constifutional majority re-
quired in the Reorganization Act of 1949,

Up to this point, the record on han-
dling this legislation was fairly clear,
but from this time forward the guidance
of the legislation becomes somewhat con=-
fused.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

There was an immediate outery from
responsible newspapers, such as the New
York Times, the Washington Evening
Star, and the Washington Post, not to
mention others, condemning this par-
ticular nullification of the powers of the
President to reorganize the Government
in line with his campaign promises.
The press pointed out that this was a
deénial of power and a demonstration of
a lack of confidence in our new Presi-
dent. It was also pointed out that the
Congress was refusing the President's
first legislative request and was not giv-
ing to the new President the same powers
which we gave to President Truman.

Democratic Members who are, and
have been, exponents of reorganization
of Government in order to eliminate
waste and inefficiency took exactly this
position. From long experience we knew
that unless the President was granted
an extraordinary arrangement, reorgan-
ization plans which he might send to the
Congress would be defeated.

As pointed out in our report, pages 8
and 9, an attempt to reorganize the ex-
ecutive departments under this method
of simple majority rejection failed com-
pletely in 1932. President Hoover sent
11 plans to the Congress in that year
and they were all rejected by a simple
majority in the House of Representatives.

On the other hand, under the Reor-
ganization Act of 1949, which required a
constitutional majority to reject, 41
plans were presented, 29 became effec-
tive, 11 were rejected, and one was super-
seded by law.

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield briefly at this point?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. BROWNSON. I think the record
should show that that was the Demo-
cratic Congress in 1932 which defeated
those reorganization plans.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is true; that
is true, it was a Democratic Congress,
but I point out that the method used
is the thing that is important, in my
opinion.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am very glad to
yield to my chairman.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Does the
gentleman mean by that last statement
to say that we must have a law in order
to make the Democrats behave and go
along with what is good for the country?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. My chairman may
put any construction he wishes to on
my remark; that is his privilege.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan.
asking you. I was asking you.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. On the other hand,
under the Reorganization Act of 1949,
which required a constitutional majority,
as I said before, 41 plans were presented
and 29 became effective.

The proponents of this weakening
amendment may tell you that President
Eisenhower will send to the Congress
only plans which the Congress will be
glad to approve. May I suggest that this
flies in the face of experience and this
condition has never existed under any
former President.

The present honeymoon between Pres-
ident Eisenhower and the Congress may
be of short or long duration, but that
the honeymoon will end is a certainty

I was

as proven by the records of past honey-
moons.

On January 29, 1953, beginning on
page A343 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
I placed in the Appendix of the RECORD a
chart showing the 21 recorded votes on
reorganization plans sent to Congress
under the Reorganization Act of 1949,

As you may remember, these plans
were sent to the Congress in line with
the Hoover Commission recommenda-
tions. A study of that chart reveals an
amazing and possibly significant record
of the attitude of the Republican Party
toward reorganization. It points out

that in 17 cases out of the 21, a majority.

of the Republicans voting voted against
reorganization. This causes the thought-
ful to ask “Is the Republican Party really
in favor of reorganization of the execu-
tive departments?”

The record seems to indicate other-
wise in the compilation of votes during
the years 1949 to 1952, inclusive.

Their unanimous passage of the Hoff-
man amendment which weakens the
chance of reorganization plans being
accepted by the Congress, is consistent
with their past record of antagonism to
reorganization.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a suggestion?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. In 1045,
168 Republicans voted for this same
amendment.

Mr. HOLIFIELD, That is true. The
Republicans voted for the simple ma-
jority amendment, and that proves my
point, that they want a simple majority
amendment in order to be able to defeat
reorganization plans because we all ad-
mit under the simple majority plan, it is
easier to defeat a plan than under the
constitutional majority system.

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. MEADER. I wonder if the gen-
tleman will also recall that 2 years ago
when the Emergency Reorganization Act
was before us, the simple majority was
adopted by this House under Democratic
control by a vote of 158 to 61.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I remember it very
well. I remember that the gentleman
who addressed me presented the amend~-
ment, and he specifically stated that it
applied only to emergency reorganiza=-
tion plans and did not apply to perma=
nent reorganization plans, and to follow
up the gentleman’s comment, I will point
out that after his amendment was adopt-
ed, in the Committee of the Whole House,
the bill was defeated later in the House
because of that amendment.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman.

Mr. JUDD. Does the gentleman think
that any plan sent down by any Presi-
dent, that accomplishes real efficiency
and economy, will be rejected by a simple
majority of this House?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I can only go by the
record. I know that the pressure on the
Members of Congress from different bu-
reaus and agencies and their friends
back home is tremendous. I know that
over a period of the last 30 years it has
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been impossible for the Congress to en-
act any reorganization unless they had
the benefit of a special arrangement as
contemplated in the plan.

Mr. JUDD. Does the gentleman know
of any reorganization plan that was
turned down by the elected representa-
tives of the people in Congress, that
should have gone into effect, as you look
back over it today?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I think I can re-
member several. I can go back over the
record.

Mr. JUDD. I do not think any plan
ought to go into effect if a majority of
either House of the Congress disap-
proves. Nothing else becomes law unless
it is approved by both branches of the
Congress. Why should a recrganization
plan?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am not going to
quarrel with the gentleman in his posi-
tion on a constitutional question. I
recognize he has a right to his opinion
on that question. However, I disagree
with him.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman five addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. If you take the
stand that reorganization is unconstitu-
tional, I think you are in a consistent
position to vote for a simple majority
amendment, because it weakens the abil-
ity to reorganize. You are also consist-
ent if you vote against the Reorganiza-
tion Act. I respect you for taking that
position but I do not agree with you.

Mr. JUDD. Ihave never voted against
a Reorganization Act. I have not been
against reorganization. I am in favor
of the delegation to the President of
the authority to prepare plans. He
is in a better position than we to pre-
pare plans and he has got fo take the
lead, but I cannot abdicate my responsi-
bilities under the Constitution to have
the final say on each plan. It is not be-
cause I do not want reorganization.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I accept the gen-
tleman’s statement of his position, but I
will ask him to obtain his own time to
explain his position more fully.

Mr. JUDD. I simply wanted to get
that position clear in the Recorb.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. We members of the
Democratic Party, who have proven over
the years by our actions that we do
desire reorganization, are ready and
willing to give to President Eisenhower

he same powers of reorganization that

we gave to President Truman. But, in
view of the history of the bill now before
us and the attitude of the Republican
leadership toward reorganization, we
must pause and consider the situation.

That there has been confusion both at
the White House and on Capitol Hill no
one can deny. First we have Mr. Dodge,
director of the budget, asking for a sim-
ple extension of the Reorganization Act
of 1949 without amendment. Then we
have the action of the two Republican
controlled committees of Congress re-
jecting Mr. Dodge’s request and dras-
tically curtailing the power of the Presi-
dent to reorganize. Following an outery
in the press at the amazing action, the
President’s press secretary issues a very

confusing and unclear statement in.
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which he somehow conveys the impres-
sion that President Eisenhower had been
consulted and had agreed to the proposal
that his hands be tied in this matter.

Two days later, we have another
press report apparently quoting the
Republican policy leader in the other
body in which he changes the signals
again and states that they are perfectly
willing to give President Eisenhower a
simple extension of the act as originally
requested by Mr. Dodge.

Then, yesterday, in his state of the
Union message, President Eisenhower
says as follows:

To achieve the greater efficiency and econ-
omy which the committee analyses show to
be possible, I ask the Congress to extend the
present Government Reorganization Act for
a period of 18 months or 2 years beyond its
expiration date of April 1, 1953,

In view of all of these suggestions or
opinions and switches of signals and con-
fusion on the part of the Republican
leadership, I want to ask this question:

Can it be that the responsibilities of
leadership are more difficult than was
foreseen during the November cam-
paign? Can it be that there is a divi-
sion of opinion in the Republican Party
as to the reorganization of the executive
departments? Can it be that there is a
desire to control in fewer hands on Capi-
tol Hill the destiny of legislation sug-
gested by President Eisenhower and his
businessmen-Cabinet?

I confess that I am somewhat confused
by the record which has been made by
the new majority party on this first leg-
islative matter. As a believer in execu-
tive reorganization, I personally would
like to see President Eisenhower have
the same trust and confidence of the
Congress as was evidenced toward Mr.
Truman. In my own mind, I had
planned to vote to strike out the Hoffman
amendment, thereby assuring the Presi-
dent the same authority which we gave
Mr. Truman.

Under the confusing circumstances
created by the administration and the
majority, however, I am confronted with
a dilemma.

If President Eisenhower really wants
the power to reorgénize, as his repre-
sentative Mr. Dodge requested, and as
contained in his speech yesterday, I am
anxious to give it to him. But if Presi-
dent Eisenhower does not realize the im-
portant difference between a simple
majority and a constitutional majority
approving reorganization plans, and is
willing, as Mr. Haggerty’s statements
seem to indicate, to accept the simple
majority provision which spells disaster
for reorganization, then I must consider
carefully how I shall vote on this matter.

As the debate unfolds, we on the Demo-
cratic side trust that we will have a
clarification of leadership: That those
in charge of this bill on the Republican
side will give to the Democrats a clear
cut expression of their attitude toward
effective reorganization. We Democrats
can assure you Republicans that we are
in favor of eliminating waste and dupli-
cation in government. We are in favor
of streamlining our departments to make
them more efficient. We have proven
this by our record of accomplishment in
the field of reorganization and we would
like to cooperate with our new President
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in completing this work of reorganiza-
tion, so much of which was accomplished
during the Democratic administration.

As heretofore stated, over 65 percent of
the Hoover Commission recommenda=
tions were effected under the Democratic
administration. As a member of this
committee who has studied for some
years this matter, I challenge the ma-
jority members of the committee and
the majority Members of the Congress
to effect in the next 2 years the balance
of these recommendations and put them
into operation. Now that the responsi=-
bility for effecting these recommenda-
tions is in your hands let us see what
you will do with the responsibility of
effecting the balance of the Hoover Com=-
mission recommendations, and I assure
you that you will have a great deal of
support from the Democratic side on
plans to reorganize which are proven
to be effective and efficient. We, of
course, always reserve the privilege of
opposing plans which, in our opinion,
are not based on merit.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. CHURCH].

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I had
hoped to speak at some time during this
debate in favor of H. R. 1979 and par-
ticularly in favor of striking cut the com-
mittee amendment, since there has besn
no time during my experience on the
committee or as a Member of the House
that I have not taken the following view-
point: First, that reorganization is des-
perately necessary; and, second, that if
we give the Executive the power fo re-
organize it is neither wise nor necessary
to curb that power. May I say inciden=
tally that I think any question of con-
stitutionality lies in whether the Con-
gress has a right to bestow the pawer
rather than in the amount that we be-
stow. I personally favor the extension;
and am against the committee amend=-
ment requiring a simple majority rather
than a constitutional majority for veto.

I did not mean to bring up what hap-
pened in executive session of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations, I
rather think that executive sessions
should remain executive, however much
has been reported by others of action
taken. However, the former chairman
of the committee has today kindly re-
ferred to my vote when this bill was
under consideration, and undertaken to
interpret to the committee by reasons
for voting “Present.” I am sure that he
meant well, but he misinterpreted my
reason for so voting. The fact is that,
believing as I do in the necessity for re-
organization, I could not bring myself
to vote to curb the power of the Presi-
dent by not requiring a constitutional
majority; nor could I bring myself to
offer a rebuff to the President by voting
“No” on what had been reported to us
as his request. I voted “Present” rather
than “No” because I really looked upon
that request for a simple majority as
did the other Republican members of
the committee, as the first request I had
had from President Eisenhower; and my
decision to vote “No” was not because I
would not desert my fellow Republi-
cans—I am afraid that I would do so
anytime in the interest of my convic-
tions—but because, I repeat, I could not
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quite bear to refuse the first request that
had come from the President.

Returning to the more important sub-
jeet, the bill itself, I favor the right of
rejection only by a constitutional major-
ity. But I particularly welcome this op-
portunity to follow my former subcom-
mittee chairman of the Committee on
Executive and Legislative Reorganiza-
tion, who just shed such crocodile tears
over the Republican Party. I am sure
that he will soon realize that his interest
and his sympathy should be for his own
party,

In the remaining minutes at my dis-
posal, I would most respectfully urge my
former chairman of the Subcommittee
on Executive and Legislative Reorgani-
zation, on which I had the privilege of
serving for 2 years, to consider and re-
gret not only the deplorable record of his
own party as regards reorganization in
the Eighty-second Congress. As has
been said, Republicans, as well as Demo-
crats in that Congress, offered identical
bills calling for enactment of the 19 re-
maining Hoover provisions. I had the
privilege myself of introducing H. R.
3406, to create a commission to investi-
gate the administration of our overseas
spending. I do not believe that there is
even one Democrat who would not think
that such an investigation would pro-
duce desirable results. That bill, never-
theless, never even came out of the Dem-
ocratic-controlled subcommittee. As re-
gards the other Hoover Commission pro-
posals, before we adjourned in October
1951 I personally wrote to the chairman
of the committee, then known as the
Committee on Expenditures in the Exec-
utive Departments, my good colleague
from Chicago, reminding him that in our
section of the country there was great
interest in enactment of the Hoover
Commission plans, and begging him as
gently, as politely but as strongly as I
could, to look over the plans which he
had held in committee during the 9
months that he had been in control, to
see if perhaps there were not at least
1 or 2 of the 19 proposals that he thought
sufficiently meritorious to bring up for
committee consideration. That letter
still remains the only letter that I have
sent to a Congressman which is as yet
unanswered, nor was action taken.

In addition to that, to me it was trav-
esty as well as tragedy for the Demo-
cratic-controlled Subcommitiee on Ex-
ecutive and Legislation Reorganization,
and for the whole Commitiee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive departments,
in the Eighty-second Congress finally to
hold hearing on these reorganization
bills last June when there was not a
chance in the world for enactment and
when the only object was for the Demo-
crats to be able to say when they went
home that these bills had been con-
sidered,

For the same Democrats now to come,
claiming a greater interest in reorgani-
zation and shedding, as I said, crocodile
tears over the Republican Party, to me
expresses the paucity of their honesty
and probably also their regret that they
can no longer block the very necessary
reorganization of executive depart-
ments. I think that if anything healthy
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has come out of this whole discussion,
it is the fact that at long last there is a
President in the White House who does
not want dictatorial powers, but who has
freely said that he will take what power
the Congress gives him. As far as I am
concerned, I want to give him more power
than he has asked for. I am sure that
power will be wisely used.

There has been aroused strong public
opinion demanding reorganization and
full extension of reorganizing power.
The American people are demanding not
only integrity but efficiency and economy.
The same American people recognized
last November that under the Demo-
cratic Party they could not obtain it;
they turned over the leadership to the
Republicans; and I assure my former
subcommittee chairman, the Republican
Party, in assuming that responsibility,
needs no sympathy. The Republican
Party feels no confusion. We recognize
the mandate that was given us and have
a magnificent leader to help us carry out
that mandate. No amount of political
sophistry can delude the American people
into believing that the Republicans are
not for reorganization. The record of
the Republican members of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations in
subcommittee and in the full committee
for years—and in the House—has proven
their stand. Let me repeat to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD]:
shed no more tears for us. We need no
sympathy. We are on our way.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida [Mr, LANTAFF].

Mr. LANTAFF. Mr. Chairman, not-
withstanding what the distinguished
majority leader said with reference to
his thanking the Democratic Members
for going along with him, I would like to
thank the distinguished majority leader
for going along with the minority mem-
bers of the Government Operations
Committee in opposing the adoption of
the so-called Hoffman amendment. All
we have to do when we analyze the issue
before us today is to turn to the com=-
ments on the Hoffman amendment re-
cently submitted to the committee and
to the minority leader of our committee
by the Citizens Committee for Adoption
of the Hoover Report. The obvious pur-
pose of this reorganization bill is to en-
able this Congress to carry out some of
the recommendations of the Hoover
Commission and those presented to us
for streamlining Government operations
by our new President. Here is the com-
ment of the Citizens Committee for the
Adoption of the Hoover Commission Re-
port on the Hoffman amendment which
we will have before us shortly to vote on:

H. R. 1979, as approved by the House Com-
mittee on Government Operations, contains
an amendment whereby an ordinary major=
ity of either House may disapprove a Presi=-
dentlal reorganization plan. If the Reorgan-
ization Act of 1949 fell short of the Hoover
Commission’s expectations, then surely this
bill as amended represents a step backward
from the best prineciples of reorganization at
the very time when the Nation expects both
the Congress and the administration to step
forward.

‘That sums up the issue in a nutshell.
If you want to take a step backward at a
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time when the people of this country
have just put into the White House a
man who has pledged himself to reor-
ganize the executive branch of this Gov-
ernment in the hopes of achieving fur-
ther economies, then you will vote for the
Hoffman amendment. If you want to go
forward in the hope of adopting the bal-
ance of the Hoover Commission recom-
mendations and in support of our new
President in his effort to achieve effi-
ciency and economy, then you should
vote against the Hoffman amendment
and give President Eisenhower the same
power that we extended to President
Truman.

Let me call your attention to one fur-
ther point. Before this committee there
was not one single bit of testimony in
favor of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFF-
maN] and adopted by the majority mem-
bers of this eommittee. Former Presi-
dent Truman, former President Hoover,
the Citizens Committee for the Adoption
of the Hoover Commission Report, the
new Director of the Budget, Mr. Dodge,
and the United States Chamber of Com-
merce have all urged this House not to
adopt the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan and approved by
the Republican members of this com-
mittee. So rather than our joining with
you, as expressed by the distinguished
majority leader, I urge the Members of
this House to join with the minority
members of this committee, to join with
the citizens committee for the adoption
of the Hoover Commission Report, to join
with Mr. Dodge, Director of the Budget,
to join with the President of the United
States, Dwight D. Eisenhower, to join
with two past Presidents, to join with the
United States Chamber of Commerce in
passage of this bill without amendment
extending the power to reorganize the
executive branch requested yesterday by
President Eisenhower.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Indiana [Mrs. HARDEN],

Mrs. HARDEN. Mr. Chairman, as far
as I am concerned, I am happy to give
President Eisenhower the best possible
law under which to reorganize the ex-
ecutive branch of our Government. The
committee action apparently resulted
from a misunderstanding of the Presi-
dent’s wishes.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BENDER].

Mr. BENDER. For the past 20 years
we have had nothing but confusion here.
I am sure it was not the Republicans
who were confused. I am sure the coun-
try voted last November for the Repub-
licans not because of the confusion on
our side but because of the confusion
everywhere created by the New Deal,

This is my thirteenth year as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Government
Operations. It has been perfectly amaz-
ing how little has happened in that com-
mittee when the Democrats were in con-
trol. Most of the time it was the burying
ground of every investigation. Every
legitimate investigation that was brought
before that committee was buried in
committee. The only time the commit-
tee was really active was in the Eightieth
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Congress, when real Government reor-
ganization became effective. Thus far
in this Republican Congress. we have
shown some real activity.

As for the statement that the Repub-
lican members of this committee have
a desire to embarrass President Eisen-
hower, of course such a charge is ab-
surd. Certain newspaper editorials have
been referred to. They say that some
of the Taft people, commenting about
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BrRownl,
coming from Taft territory, and some
of the rest of us as having been orig-
inal supporters of RoperT TaAFT, were try-
ing to embarrass the President. Is not
that an absurd charge, because the peo-
ple coming from that part of the country
where they were strongest for Tart voted
the largest majorities for President Ei-
senhower. Ohio went for Eisenhower by
over a half million votes. The big city
counties in all this Taft territory were
carried with substantial majorities by
President Eisenhower.

We, of course, are supporting Eisen-
hower. We loved him yesterday when
he appeared before us and made the fine
statement he did. We appreciate his sin-
cerity. We in this committee have dif-
-ferences. We have our own ideas. We
are not abdicating our opinions, because
we were elected by our constituents to
represent them and to do our own think-
ing. We were not elected as rubber
stamps.

We propose to give the administra-
tion the kind of support the country
expects us to provide the new President.
He is a sincere man. He is a good man.,
This Republican majority will do a real
job of delivering on our campaign pledges
_ made last fall.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may desire
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
KARSTEN].

Mr. EKARSTEN of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, those of us who are interested
in reorganization are anxious to see a
bill passed which will enable the Presi-
dent to carry out an effective program.
It is our desire to try to cooperate, rather
than to obstruct, but I feel I must bring
to the attention of the House the serious
weakness in the legislation which is now
before us. Over the last 20 years we
have developed a system for govern-
mental reorganization under which great
accomplishments have been made. This
system is the reverse of the usual pro-
cedure in the passage of bills and reso-
lutions. Simply stated, the system has
enabled the President to recommend
plans to the Congress which have be=
come effective unless either House re-
jected them by a constitutional majority.

The new administration requested an
extension of the law under which we
have been operating. Such an extension
amounts to nothing more than changing
the date in the present act to 1955, and
the bill as originally presented by the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Brown] provides for that. However,
during the hearings an amendment was
offered by the distinguished chairman of
the committee which would repeal the
constitutional majority provisions of the
law and would provide that any plan
could be rejected by a simple majority
of either House. Such an amendment
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appears to be only minor, but when this
is translated into actual practice it
means theoretically that 110 Members
of the House would be sufficient to de-
feat a reorganization plan; or 25 Mem-
hers of the other body could effectively
block any program.

During the committee hearings it was
disclosed that the Director of the Bu-
reau of the Budget preferred an exten-
sion of  the law without weakening
amendments, and his position was sup-
ported by not only the Citizens Com-
mittee for the Hoover Report but also
former President Hoover and former
President Truman.

There was practically no debate on
the merits of the Hofiman amendment
and the majority report is silent on this
point. The report simply states that the
amendment was offered and adopted,
which perhaps is not the whole story,
but that is what happened in the com=-
mittee.

Perhaps we do not know the real rea-
sons for the amendment, but I am glad
a member of the minority did not spon-
sor it, for that would have been classi-
fied as legislative sabotage. Instead, the
minority is trying to cooperate in order
to give the President the authority he
will need if he is going to crusade in
the field of reorganization.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may desire
to the gentleman from New York [Mr,
Finel.

Mr. FINE. Mr. Chairman, I wanted
first to take this opportunity to remind
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BExpEr] that the people did not
give the Republican Party its full sup-
port, but actually elected President
Eisenhower as an individual. And re-
member this, too, that the President of
the United States, President Truman,
built up President Eisenhower by making
him the great general that he became,
and made it possible for him to come be-
fore the American people as a great hero.
You can look at the record and see just
as well as I can that every time a Presi-
dent is elected overwhelmingly, he car-
ries with him an overwhelming majority
of his party to the Congress. But, this
time if you look at the number of Re-
publicans, you find that there are ap=-
proximately 221, and we have approxi-
mately 212 Democrats. Two have died
since so that it would have been 221 to
214, I think that that does not show
that the American people have support-
ed the Republican Party. Does the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN]
think so?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I was
not listening very carefully to the gen=-
tleman. I was so intent on the question
I want to ask him, or rather in order to
correct the gentleman. In my own dis-
triet, the general did get more votes than
I did, but in the adjoining district of
my colleague, the gentleman from Grand
Rapids [Mr. Forpl, he led the President
there by something like 8,000 votes, and
way up in the northern end of the State,
my distinguished colleague [Mr. BEN-
NETT] carried every county in his district,
while the candidate for President lost at
least one, and I think two counties and
fell way below.
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Mr.-FINE: Of course, I do not know
what happened out in those territories
that you are referring to, but I will tell
you this. Back in New York City, which
is predominantly a Democratic city, they
gave the President of the United States
Eisenhower a very big vote, and at the
same time they came back and voted
for Congressmen on the Democratic
ticket. So we found out that what they
were doing was voting for Eisenhower.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FINE. I always yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Do you
mean that you Democrats in New York
rode in on Ike's coattails?

Mr. FINE. Mr. HOFFMAN, even your
agile mind should not have come to that
conclusion because you know very well
that my name appeared on the Demo-
cratic line and Mr. Eisenhower’'s on the
Republican line, and what I am telling
you now is that the people who wanted to
vote for Eisenhower voted for him and
not the Republican Party, and then they
came back and voted for the Democrats.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FINE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. JENSEN. Since this matter has
risen as to who is responsible for this
Congress being pretty evenly divided, I
would like to put in my nickel's worth.

Mr., FINE. If I may interrupt the
gentleman, I merely want to point this
out to the gentleman. You see, I have
my own thoughts on this subject.

Mr. JENSEN. And so have I.

Mr. FINE. Of course, so does the
gentleman. Ihave a pretty deep convic-
tion that it was not what you fellows did
in Congress the last 2 years that made
the difference, but perhaps one or two
statements which President Eisenhower
made during the campaign which might
have influenced a lot of the people. Just
for instance, this price control that he
was going to continue; and yesterday he
made the statement that he is now going
to do away with it—or rent control—
those things can make a lot of differ-
ence—or even Korea—can make a lot of
difference to women and housewives.
Will you agree to that?

Mr. JENSEN. We will grant that—
all right. But the American people dis-
covered also that there had been a
great deal of misinformation about the
Eightieth Congress through the press
and by the then President of the United
States. There was no particular fight
on Congress as a Congress. In fact, the
people were saying, “Thank God for Con-
gress.” They said, “Congress stopped
Mr. Truman and the New Deal-Fair Deal
from putting in their Socialist program.”
So there was no fight on Congress as a
Congress. In fact, the fight was on
Trumanism. I can name possibly 40 or
50 Members of Congress on your side
who voted with Mr. Truman every time,
most every time, some of them every
time, voted for everything he wanted,
and the people were not looking into that
matter., They said, “Thank God for
Congress.” So, as I say, there was no
ficht on Congress. Hence, you fellows
who had supported Mr. Truman and the
New Deal-Fair Deal program had no
particular fight on you by the American
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people. The only fight on you was from
your opponent, generally speaking. So
you slid through, even though you had
supported everything Mr. Truman had
asked for.

Mr. FINE. Let me tell you this, in all
candor: I think that what the American
people found out in this campaign is that
they had a national hero, Eisenhower,
and they wanted torgive him an oppor-
tunity to run this country. Then when
he made several emotional statements
which permitted him to influence a lot
of the women and housewives, that also
made a difference. I think Eisenhower
as a candidate overshadowed what we
in the Congress did.

Mr. JENSEN. Oh, the people in my
part of the United States know what
we did.

Mr. FINE. I might say this to you:
that if the President of the United States
had made the same speech he made yes-
terday, just prior to election he would
still be general of the armies.

Mr. JENSEN. Oh, no.

Mr. FINE. I do not mean from my
point of view. I mean from the point of
view of you fellows on that side who did
not go along with him entirely.

Mr. JENSEN. President Eisenhower
yesterday simply reiterated his campaign
pledges, and he is a great man and will
make a great President, and we are going
to support him, but we are going to see
to it that the Congress of the United
States brings back to the Congress the
prerogatives which are ours under the
Constitution. That is all we are doing
today.

Mr. FINE. I want you to know, and I
am speaking for the Democratic Party
when I tell you now, that we hope he
makes a good President. We hope he
does well. Whenever he submits a pro-
gressive program, we will go along with
him, but I am not so sure that all of you
fellows on that side will.  That is when
the country will feel it.

Mr. Chairman, I was pleased to note in
this morning’s New York Times that the
Republican leadership yesterday pledged
to President Eisenhower precisely the re-
organization authority he wanted. This,
of course, overrules action taken the
other day by the Republican-controlled
House and Senate Committees on Gov-
ernment Operations. For a while it
seemed to me that the Republican Party
had forgotten its campaign promises to
streamline our Government in the inter-
ests of economy, and had confirmed
statements made by me during the recent
campaign that the GOP talked of econ-
omy, but that was all—just talk.

Actually, the reorganization bill pre-
sents a simple issue—whether or not you
believe the President ought to be empow-
ered to reorganize the executive branch
of Government. If you feel as I do that
the Congress is not geared to do the job
as a practical matter, why then you
ought to give the President an effective
law, to the end that reorganization of
the executive department might increase
efficiency, reduce expenditures, and re-
sult in economy in government,

The President came close to losing the
opportunity to make good on his own
campaign promises. However, please
note that the Democrats voted unani-
mously in committee to uphold the Pres-
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ident for the best interests of the country.
Let us review the record of what has
happened to date on this problem. The
Eighty-third Congress convened on Jan-
uary 3, 1953. Before the month was out,
the very first important bill, H. R. 1979,
granting reorganization powers to the
President, was considered in the Re-
publican-controlled House and Senate
Committees on Government Operations.
It was the first important measure which
the President considered as must leg-
islation. The President’s new Director of
the Budget, Joseph M. Dodge, appeared
before the committees and voiced the
President’s and his own unequivocal sup-
port of the bill. There were, in addi-
tion, the supporting testimony of two
former Presidents, Mr. Hoover and Mr.
Truman, and letters from the United
States Chamber of Commerce and the
Citizens Committee for the Hoover Re-
port. The unanimous approval of those
who have either had the responsibility
for executive reorganization or have
made an intensive study of this impor-
tant problem clearly demonstrates the
wisdom of and the need for effective re-
organization legislation.

In urging the House committee to ex-
tend reorganization authority, , Mr.
Dodge testified that President Eisen-
hower wanted the same powers Presi-
dent Truman enjoyed because he con-
sidered it “a vital and necessary measure
for the promotion of improved organiza-
tion and businesslike management of the
executive branch of the Government.”
The President apparently wants to com=~
plete the reorganization job. He ap-
pointed an able three member advisory
committee, headed by Nelson Rocke-
feller, to aid him in formulating a num-
ber of plans.

With this array of support there
should have been no doubt of the final
action to be taken by the Members of
the Republican controlled committees
for the first Republican President in 20
yvears. The President had the right to
expect at least the same treatment which
a Democratic Congress accorded Presi-
dent Truman during the last 3 years.
Unless the President is given adequate
basic reorganization authority and sup-
port, the Republican Party undoubtedly
will fail in its campaign promises.

The President did not get what he
wanted last week. The two Republican
controlled committees voted out a bill
with limitations on the President which
would result, for all practical purposes,
in the defeat of most of his reorganiza-
tion plans. The vote to deprive the
President of full powers of reorganiza-
tion came from the Republicans. House
Democrats voted solidly with the Presi-
dent. This action has caused quite a
stir in governmental circles because the
President’s Budget Director had vigor-
ously opposed any change and had urged
that nothing be done to make it more
difficult for President Eisenhower fo re-
organize effectively the executive branch
of the Government. Now the President
himself, in his first State of the Union
message, has requested full reorganiza-
tion powers.

Effective reorganization can save bil-
lions of dollars annually. The estimated
saving of former President Truman’s
reorganization plans would come to ap-
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proximately four billion dollars an-
nually. Many billions more are in
sight—an economy undoubtedly worth
striving for.

I am happy that the Democrats in
Congress kept the Republicans from go-
ing off the track before their adminis-
tration was a month old. I am sure
that the Democrats will continue to sup-
port President Eisenhower on any pro-
gressive programs.

Mr. DAWSON of Ilinois. Mr. Chair-
man, how much time have I remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois has 20 minutes remaining.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. MEADER].

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I in-
tend to vote to extend for 2 years the
President’s power to present reorganiza-
tion plans. I also intend to vote for the
committee amendment which will permit
either House of the Congress to reject
such plans by a majority of those present
voting, which is the usual method of
taking legislative action.

In this position I am supporting
President Eisenhower in carrying out
the program he has promised the Amer-
ican people.

In public life we must constantly con-
front positions fallaciously presented.
The situation we face today is an inter-
esting study in the technique of clever
propaganda calculated to make black
seem white.

Candidate Eisenhower, in the cam-
paign, promised a change. He promised
to respect the Congress and its preroga-
tives. He affirmed the constitutional
separation of governmental powers and
disavowed any intention to invade the
legislative field. He condemned the past
usurpation of policy-making power by
New Deal and Fair Deal Presidents, He
asserted his faith in democratic proc-
esses, his confidence in the individuals
elected by the people to their Congress,
and his belief that a popular Execu-
tive and the people’s representatives, in
an atmosphere of mutual respect, could
work together for the welfare of our
country.

President Eisenhower, in his only pub-
lic statement on the subject, has reaf-
firmed his campaign statements to the
electorate. He has asked for power to
reorganize the executive branch of the
Government: to clean out the mess, to
establish common sense and business
principles, to weed out waste and can-
cerous growths in the executive bureauc-
racy. But he has also reasserted his be-
lief that this job can be done in coop-
eration with the Congress of the United
States. I believe he is right.

There are those, many of whom pose
as liberals, who hold that the elected
Members of the Congress are incompe=
tent to pass judement on national af-
fairs, Some, including a former Mem-
ber, have called us squirrelheads.
They say we are irresponsible, subject
to pressures, and indifferent to the pub-
lic good. They say we are not capable
of deciding upon national policy. They
go further, They say we are not even
competent to prevent a program propa-
gated by the bureaucrats, in whom, by
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implication, resides all wisdom and de-
votion to American ideals.

What is this trick?

It is simple. It is so simple as to ap-
proach inspired ingenuity.

They argue: Congress gave Truman
and Roosevelt power to reorganize which
Congress could check only by heroic
effort. If you do not give equal power to
President Eisenhower, you are rebuffing
a great man, a crusader, a popular hero,
the only man who has heen able to
carry the Republicans to victory in two
decades.

With this trick the bureaucrats hope
to consolidate their gains over supine
Congresses., They hope to forestall any
trend toward the restoration of that
marvelous equilibrium in governmental
forces devised by our founding fathers
to protect us and our posterity from
the blight of tyranny. They hope to
continue the gravitation of public power
from the Congress to the Executive, and
away from the people.

Shall we be deceived? I fear we shall.

Yet President Eisenhower was not de-
ceived. He asserted, in effect, that if he
presented a plan which could not muster
the support of a majority of the Mem-
bers of either House of the Congress
present and voting, that plan should not
take effect.

Let us support President Eisenhower
in his statesmanlike regard for the duties
and responsibilities of a coordinate
branch of the Government. Let us agree
with him that we are responsible public
officials, whose familiarity with national
affairs and whose judgment are entitled
to weight.

Let us not abjectly admit with our de-
tractors that we do not possess the ca-
pacity to determine national policy,
which our friends who sent us here be-
lieved we had.

Now let us take this propostion apart.
Let us use our minds, not our emotions.
Let us assume we are reasonable men and
forget the tricks, the generalities, the
headlines and the possible political re-
percussions of our decision.

The subject matter is the set-up in
the departments and agencies, boards
and commissions of the Federal Govern-
ment. All of these exist only because of
statutes passed by the Congress. Only
the President himself owes his origin to
the Constitution,

These executive agencies were created
by the legislative, policy-making branch
of our Government to meet a public need,
to carry out a public purpose. Their au-
thority and the limits thereon were pre-
scribed by statute. Except for the Re-
organization Act, their reconstitution
can occur only by congressional enact-
ment.

With the advent of the New Deal in
1932 Congress granted a popular Presi-
dent power to reorganize the executive
branch of the Government by submit-
ting plans. But the Congress retained
the right to veto those plans. Such re-
organizations as did not infringe upon
statutory struecture could always be
made. They can now. Agriculture Sec-
retary Benson has already effected
such a reorganization of the Department
of Agriculture.
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In 1932 our national annual budget
was $3,925,000,000. Employees in the ex-
ecutive branch totaled 583,196. Today,
after 20 years of elimination of waste
and duplication through well-heralded
Presidential reorganizations, we have an
annual budget of $78,587,000,000 and
2,500,000 employees.

Let us not kid ourselves. The Presi-
dent has no more hours in his day than
you and I have. These plans are not
originated by him. They are not even
originated by the men he appointed to
the Cabinet. They originate in the sec-
ond, the fifth, the twelfth, or the lower
echelons of the huge bureaucracy the
Democratic Congresses have built up
downtown. Neither we nor the public
are unaware of the empire-building pro-
clivities of this bureaucratic monster we
have permitted to grow to astonishing
proportions.

The proponents of the constitutional
majority argue: You gave Truman this
power. Why deny it to President Eisen-
hower?

Who gave Truman such power?

Certainly I did not.

I have consistently advocated with all
the force at my command that the Con-
gress'recapture the legislative authority
the strong Executives of the New Deal
have usurped from weak New Deal Con-
gresses in the past two decades.

Did Republicans give Truman such
power?

A few of them did. A few Republican
Members of Congress, as we all know,
vote consistently with the New Deal
Democrats.

But the vast majority of Republicans
resisted and opposed this transfer of
legislative authority. In this stand they
were joined by many Democrats who
were unwilling to press their party loyal-
ty to the point of heing mere rubber
stamps.

Even the Democratic Eighty-second
Congress went on record clearly and of-
ficially as being overwhelmingly opposed
to the principle of the constitutional
majority for rejecting reorganization
plans.,

March 13, 1951, this House had before
it the emergency reorganization bill of
1951, That was the quickie reorgan-
ization bill. That day I proposed an
amendment, the purpose of which was to
provide that emergency reorganization
plans could be rejected by either House
by a simple majority rather than a con-
stitutional majority., The amendment
was debated heatedly and extensively.
On a teller vote, the Committee of the
Whole adopted the simple majority rule
by 158 to 61, a vote of better than 215
to 1—CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 97,
part 2, pages 2329-2334.

Now it is suggested that a Republican
Congress should do exactly what a Demo-
cratic Congress expressly and over-
whelmingly refused to do less than 2
years ago.

Do you see how fallacious the argu-
ment of the New Dealers is?

I believe the American people are op-
posed to the further surrender of legis-
lative power to the Executive. I believe
they made that opinion crystal clear last
November 4.

February 3

President Eisenhower in a speech at
St. Louis, Mo., September 20, 1952, said:

This same unity requires a new era of
cooperation between the Executive and Con-
gress. The Constitution of the United States
does not place the President above Congress;
nor does it put Congress above the President.
In the business of Government, Congress and
the President are coequal partners. We
will make it a working partnership.

Again President Eisenhower at Des
Moines, Iowa, on September 18, 1852,
said:

I will, with the cooperation of Congress,
strive to turn this tide. I shall seek and
need the cooperation of Congress—always the
cooperation of Congress. The next adminis-
tration will not be a one-man show,

To me, the question here involved is
not one of personalities, but one of
fundamental principle.

If you put the question: “Would you
trust Eisenhower further than you would
Truman?” My answer would of course
be an unqualified “Yes.”

But if you ask me: “Will you pass over
to the Executive the power and the re-
sponsibility the Constitution, which you
swore to uphold, vests in you and your
colleagues?” My answer has been and
must be an unqualified “No.” That an-
swer must be the same even though the
present occupant of the Presidency is of
my own party and a leader in whom I
have supreme confidence.

It may seem to some that I have been
arguing against granting the President
any reorganizing power at all. Let me
make my position on that principle clear
beyond any question.

It is true that presidential reorgani-
zation with the congressional veto is leg=
islation in reverse, However, the subject
matter is at least theoretically the man-
agement of the executive branch of the
Government, and the executive power of
the Government is vested by the Con=-
stitution in the President. Of all of the
fields of national policy the area of ex-
ecutive management is one peculiarly
appropriate for the exercise of Presiden-
tial discretion,

The difficulty is that it seems to be
impossible to separate and distinguish
matters of pure administrative structure
and procedures from matters of substan-
tive national policy. If such a separation
could be made, it would be appropriate
and constitutional, in my opinion, to give
the President complete and permanent
authority to make administrative re-
alinements, In fact, where statutory
safeguards, checks, and limitations are
not infringed, the President, without any
legislation already possesses reorganizing
POWers.

Not being able to separate the purely
administrative from the purely policy
making, it is, in my opinion appropriate,
and constitutional, to authorize the
President to present reorganization
plans, for a limited time and under spe-
cial circumstances—such as the present
change in administration. But this de-
vice, which admittedly is a legislative
short-cut or makeshift, should be em-
ployed only where the Congress retains
a real, not an illusory, power to reject
plans which, in the judgment of the Con-
gress, are contrary to national policy.
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(Prepared by Congressional Quarterly for
Representative MEADER.)

There were 181 roll calls in the Eighty-
second Congress. The highest number
of Members ever present in the House of
Representatives on those roll calls was
426. The lowest number present was
233. The average was about 357,

There were only 20 roll calls on which
more than 400 were present. There
were almost 20 roll calls on which less
than 300 Members were present. If a
reorganization plan came up when there
were only 233 Members present in the
House of Representatives, although all
of the Members opposed the plan except
16 of them, the plan would still go into
effect. This requires an almost unani-
nrous vote.

On 42 roll calls, a little less than one-
fourth of the total, there were 327 or
fewer Representatives present. A con-
stitutional majority on those occasions
would have been the equivalent of two-
thirds of those present and voting.

Aside from the difficulty of obtaining a
constitutional majority there are other
features of the present Reorganization
Act which are given too little notice.

First, a reorganization plan may not
be amended. Clarification or even the
elimination of typographical errors is
impossible. There is an insurmountable
gag rule on reorganization plans. Many
of us have tried to see if this phase of
reorganization legislation could not be
improved. There seems to be no feasible
method of permitting amrendment in this
novel device of legislation in reverse.

Second, committee study of a plan is
limited to 10 days. It should not be nec-
essary to point out that this much time
does not permit adequate study. Our
pitifully deficient committee staffs could
not begin-to cope with complex and far-
reaching plans in this period. There
would not be time to sift opinions and
consider the ranrifications of a plan and
give sound advice to committee mem-
bers. Committee hearings must be
short, hasty, and ill-prepared, as must
be the committee’s report to the House.

Consider the possibility that a far-
reaching reorganization of the Depart-
ment of Defense and related agencies,
such as the National Security Council,
the National Security Resources Board,
and the Central Intelligence Agency,
may be presented. Such a plan would
be the equivalent of amending the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947. Does any-
one believe that decent and worthwhile
study by a committee of such a plan
could be completed in 10 days?

Third, although plans are submitted
in the name of the President, we all know
that as a practical matter they are pre-
pared in the first instance by anonymous
authors in the lower echelons of depart-
ments and bureaus. The screening proc-
esses of the President may or may not
purify and improve the programs of bu-
reaucrats not famous for their reticence
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in asking for more authority, more em-
ployees, more money, and more freedom
from congressional control

Fourth, and most important, the re-
organization plan device is the means
whereby a ruthless and dictatorial Pres-
ident may, for all practical purposes,
siphon off the legislative authority of the
Congress., This is the channel through
which a totalitarian system could be es-
tablished. This, the Congress must be
alert to prevent.

I cannot agree that you, my colleagues,
are pin-heads or squirrel-heads. I
cannot agree that the bureaucratic mon-
ster which has risen up in the past two
decades is the fount of all wisdom and
goodness. I do agree that the Congress
is weak and inadequate. I emphatically
assert that the crying need of our day is
the strengthening and the improvement
of the Congress. The way to do this is
not to detract still further from the pow-
ers and responsibilities of the Congress.

Let us give the new President a new
broom to sweep away the trash and
debris accumulated in 20 years of mis-
rule, but let the Congress at least hold
the dustpan.

Let us demonstrate to the people that
we know they voted for a change—not
just a change in faces—but a change
in philosophy of government—a restora-
tion of the constitutional equilibrium of
a Government of limited powers.

Let us not imitate supine New Deal
Congresses and in our first major act
give impetus to the 20-year trend away
from self-government.

Let us for once stand courageously fast
in the face of fallacious propaganda un-
afraid of the threats of distorted appeals
to public emotion. Let us redeem our
oaths and preserve, protect, and defend
the integrity of the Congress of which
we are a part.

I include as a part of my remarks an
editorial from the Jackson (Mich.) Citi-
zen Patriot of January 30, 1953:

ReGAINING LosT POWER

Somehow we can't get excited—as have
some political bigwigs and analysts—over
the action of the House Government Opera-
tions Committee in trimming the reorgani-
zation powers of President Eisenhower,

Of course, it would have been very con-
venient for the new administration to have
an unabridged extension of the law which
requires a veto by a full majority of the
House or Senate to kill an administration
reorganization measure.

The bill, as revised by Representative HoFr-
MaN's committee, would permit a congres-
sional veto of a reorganization plan by a
simple majority of those present and voting.
If finally adopted, this bill will result in the
death of some needed reorganization plans,
Congressmen who love the smell of pork
won't have much trouble in drumming up
a simple majority on reorganization plans
that interfere with their own little empires.

At the same time the Hoffman amendment
is a move to recapture some of the legisla-
tive powers that have been delegated to the
administration and to a mass of commissions
and agencies. The powers of these agencies
to make rules and, in effect, write laws,
brought on the conditions that caused the
people to vote for a change.

The original reorganization bill delegated
a great deal of power to the White House.
We don't doubt that President Eisenhower
would use this power wisely if it were granted
to him, but we keep remembering the words
of the late Franklin D. Roosevelt.
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In the early days of the New Deal, when
Congress literally was abdicating in favor of
a strong executive branch, F. D. R. frankly
stated that the powers he sought might be
dangerous in other hands. President Eisen-
hower's calm acceptance of the Hoffman
amendment shows that he does not thirst
for legislative powers.

The American system of Government pro-
vides for the protection of freedom with a
system of checks and balances, with the
power to legislate placed exclusively in the
hands of Congress. Any time that balance
is destroyed the opportunity for restricting
freedom grows larger.

The Republican Congress faces a challenge
after 20 years of critlclsm of Democratic
methods. It must legislate wisely and well.
It cannot meet the challenge unless it re-
covers some of the powers its predecessors
gave away.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 7 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CurTisl.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, my remarks have more importance
in view of the statements made by the
former chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Dawson]
that the constitutional question is moot
because for 20 years Congress after Con-
gress may have acted unconstitutionally.
If there is any basis to this request it
becomes even more important that this
Congress reassert the significance of its
aim to defend and support the Con-
stitution.

I do not rise to participate in this de-
bate with any pleasure. The position I
am forced to take on this important
piece of legislation probably has litle sup-
port in this body if I am to judge by the
consideration given by the Committee on
Governmental Operations and the de-
bate which has gone on here in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. However, I shall
not belabor the point which has been so
well and ably expressed by the chairman
of the Committee on Governmental Op-
erations, Mr. HorFFman, in the report of
the committee, accompanying the bill.

I am opposed to the bill, basically;
whether it is amended or not amended
makes no difference. It is unconstitu=
tional. The Constitution preseribes that
the Congress shall legislate and that the
President may veto; not that the Execu-
tive Branch of Government shall legis-
late and the Legislative Branch veto.
These basic powers cannot be granted
away except if the people of this country
in their wisdom and in accordance with
the methods prescribed by the Constitu-
tion for amendment, decided to do so.

My colleagues, we have no power to
change the Constitution by simple legis-
lation. Do not misunderstand me. Iam
well aware, all too aware, of the fact that
the Constitution has been disregarded by
Congresses which have preceded us.
When I speak of power I mean legal
power, power granted to us by the Con-
stitution, and we do not have the legal
power to grant to the executive branch
of Government the power to legislate.

That we have it in our actual power
without check from the judicial branch
of Government to do many unconstitu-
tional things is a matter of history.
Many persons do not understand this.
They are of the erroneous belief that the
judicial branch of Government stands
as a check over the actions of the Con-
gress and the President when these two
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branches of Government pass legislation
which is contrary to the Constitution.
The truth is that the judicial branch of
Government only stands as a possible
check when the property rights or indi-
vidual civil rights of citizens have been
affected by a certain piece of legislation
and the matter of controversy between
legal parties is presented to the courts for
decision.

Legislation such as this and legislation
such as that which the Eighty-second
Congress passed in its first session to
create an executive commission to write
the Ilegislation establishing universal
military training have as their only check
the oaths of office which we as Congress-
men and the Executive as the President
take to uphold and support the Constitu-
tion.

Only your and my consciences stand
between the enactment of unconstitu-
tional legislation of this nature.

There may be some who sincerely be-
lieve that this Reorganization Act is
constitutional. If so, for the sake of this
debate, I believe it is important that they
present the reasons hehind such a belief.
For I know there are many Members
who have made up their minds to vote
for this legislation because of expediency.

The first argument of expediency is
that if the past President was granted
the power to write legislation stream-
lining the executive department then the
new President should have this power.
This is a forceful argument. I want to
grant to the new President all the powers
he feels he needs to carry out his ideas
of how to meet the momentous problems
that confront our beloved country, if
those powers are within our power to
grant.

The second argument of expediency is
that Congress would be under too much
pressure to enact legislation which would
streamline the executive departments.
Specifically it is argued the Congress
could never reorganize the Veterans' Ad-
ministration or the Department of Agri-
culture under the pressures that would
be exerted against it.

Yes; it will be a tough job. In fact,
it is a tough job to legislate on any con-
troversial matter. Perhaps, though, it
will be a less tough job if the executive
branch of the Government would change
the policy of its predecessor and crack
the whip to prevent its various depart-
ments, bureaus, authorities, boards, com-
mands, corporations, divisions, groups,
commissions, administrations, and so
forth, from lobbying with Federal funds
to prevent these reorganizations from
coming about. It is not pressure from
the people the Congress needs to worry
about on these matters but it is the
executive agents fighting for their em-
pires with the illegal use of vast sums
of Federal money that are our concern.
Cracking the whip would mean no more
than having the Justice Department
prosecute a few executive agents for en-
gaging in this illegal lobbying.

I think this Congress is ready to step
up to the job it has to do. I see no
reason why this new administration can-
not determine what reorganization bills
it would like to see passed and present
them to the Congress in an orderly man-
ner. There is no reason why the execu-
tive branch should not make the original
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draft of the proposed legislation. Draw-
ing the original draft is not the art of
legislation. It is the consideration from
there on where the art lies: the hearing
and questioning of interested and in-
formed witnesses, the weighing of word
and sentence meanings, the changes and
the amendments, the deletions and ad-
denda, under the heat of controversial
committee debate and, finally, on the
floor of the House, the hammering out
of the product by the party in power
upon the sturdy anvil of the opposi-
tion.

Under the reorganization bill the Con-
gress cannot amend the draft. It can-
not really study it. It must accept or
reject. It must veto or approve. This
is not legislating.

The Speaker stated in his acceptance
address to this body that he was anxious
to see the Congress regain the authori-
tiesit had lost. The President has stated
in his speeches that he believed in the
separation of powers provided for in the
Constitution, These are fine generali-
ties; we are now in the process of con-
sidering the details which alone can give
them real meaning.

The issue is simple. Either this act
is constitutional or it is not. Those who
believe it is unconstitutional, as I do,
must vote against it.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may desire
to the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr, FouNTAIN].

Mr, FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, I listened with great
interest to the testimony of Mr. Dodge
in support of H. R. 1979 and in opposi-
tion to the Hoffman amendment which
would make possible the disapproval of
a presidential reorganization plan by a
simple majority of either the House or
the Senate, conceivably by as few as 25
Members of the Senate or 110 Members
of the House.

I also paid close attention to the argu-
ments of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr., HoFFmaN], the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BrowN], and others in the
committee in support of the Hoffman
amendment. Ihave read Mr. HOFFMAN’S
views as expressed in the report of the
House Committee on Government Oper-
ations. As a new Member of Congress,
in the short time permitted, I have en-
deavored to familiarize myself with pre-
vious reorganization plans and the con-
tentions of both proponents and oppo-
nents of reorganization of the executive
department by the President, pursuant
to authority delegated by Congress. I
am frank to say that I made this study,
not as a Democrat, but as a citizen and
a Member of Congress interested, as all
of us are, in doing that which I think is
for the best interest of America. Inci-
dentally, in this fast moving world, and
particularly in the field of government,
we are seldom certain that what we do is
best for all concerned.

I supported H. R. 1979 and opposed the
Hoffman amendment in our committee
for a number of reasons. While I have
no great enthusiasm for this type of leg-
islation wherein Congress delegates ifs
authority and responsibility to others, I
do believe that the passage of H. R. 1979
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is, contrary to the contention of the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HorFrFMaN]
in his views expressed in the committee
report, necessary. I do not believe it is
an unconstitutional grant of legislative
power, and I do believe reorganization
of the executive departments can result
in more honesty and integrity, and more
economy and efficiency in government,
especially in the executive departments.
I agree with the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. HorrFman] that a grant of such
legislative power does not insure either.
The result depends upon the motives, the
determination, the fearlessness, and the
devotion to service of the one or ones
who initiate the plans and the ones who
put them into effect.

As a member of the State Legislature
of North Carolina, wherein this question
of the constitutionality of the delegation
of legislative authority to various ad-
ministrative agencies has been debated
for years, I have long since satisfied my-
self that if a State legislature, or if Con-
gress is unwilling or is not equipped, be-
cause of circumstances beyond the con-
trol of either to do a certain job, then
when either delegates its authority, that
in effect is the passing of legislation,
both presently and in advance. These
matters bothered me for a long time be-
cause of my knowledge of constitutional
provisions, as the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. HorrFmanl, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp]l, and others
have already pointed out, placing legisla-
tive responsibility upon the legislative
branch of government.

I have long since concluded, as I have
concluded in this instance, that there
are certain administrative functions—
especially in view of the growth of gov-
ernment and governmental responsibili-
ties—which no legislative branch can
adequately, properly, and efficiently dis-
pose of. There are many instances, I
believe, where legislative branches of
government have shirked their responsi-
bilities by delegating to administrative
agencies the authority to make law and
to make a violation of this administra-
tive law a criminal offense.

Then, too, in this particular instance,
while we are delegating some of our re-
sponsibilities and our power, there is an
opportunity to check upon the work of
our agents. Under H. R. 1979, either
House of Congress, by a majority of its
Members, may reject any proposals sub-
mitted by the President. I agree that
in most instances a simple majority of
either House would be the preferable
mrethod of passing upon the acts of our
agents, However, in recent years, with
the advent of one emergency after an-
other and of wars, Government has be-
come so big, and in many ways so cum-
bersome, that Congress needs, and does
have, the help of experience and of ex-
perts to assist it in performing its duties,
After we pass this legislation by a simple
majority, I see no reason why we should
not require a constitutional majority of
either House to reject or disapprove any
reorganization plans submitted. After
the President has done his job in pre-
paring plans, pursuant to authority
given him by what legally could be a
simple majority of both Houses, I doubt
the wisdom of permitting ourselves later
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‘on to destroy all of his labors by that
same majority in either House. The
reasons are obvious.

The President of the United States is
elected by a vote of all the people of
America, and is primarily obligated or
committed to no congressional district
or State in the Union. It is a matter of
common knowledge that he owes no
allegiance to any particular section of
the country because he is elected by all
of the people. I, therefore, think it is
good judgment for Congress to delegate
this authority to the President.

As a nmatter of fact, the President of
the United States committed himself to
the American people to reorganize and
to streamline our Federal Government,
particularly the executive branch, in ac-
cordance with the principles outlined in
the report of the Hoover Commission.
As a matter of fact, that was a pledge in
the Republican platform; and, person-
ally, in my own campaign for Congress,
I comnritted myself to support such leg-
islation as could result in the elimination
of unnecessary and burdensome agencies
and departments, in a reduction of the
expenses of Government, and in the
elimination of such waste and extrava-
gance as is discovered in our govern-
-mental operations. The people of my
district, and I believe a great majority
of the people of America, are now think-
ing in terms of more economy in Gov-
ernment, greater efficiency, and a reduc-
tion in the tax burden as soon as is
practicable.

We have a new President who has
requested that we delegate to him the
necessary authority to continue a job—
already begun—in compliance with his
commitment to the American people, and
I might say a most praiseworthy com-
mitment. In his inaugural address to
the joint session of Congress, he very
vigorously and unhesitatingly obligated
himself to exercise wisely and discreetly
the powers contained in H. R. 1979. I
believe it would be unwise and imprac-
ticable in this particular instance to
make the President our agent in the do-
ing of a job and then say to him a bare
majority of either House may disapprove
the action which he takes pursuant to
legislative authority granted, not by a
constitutional majority, but by a simple
majority as is true in the case of all leg-
islation passed by Congress. Then, too,
I believe it might be considered a reflec-
tion upon our President to give him less
authority along these lines than was
given to our former President. Having
been elected, he becomes the President
of all of the people of America, regard-
less of their party affiliations. Irepeat: I
agree with the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. HorFMman] that reorganization does
not necessarily insure either economy or
efficiency, but I believe presidential re-
organization, fearlessly, honestly, and
intelligently done, will result in substan-
tial financial savings to our people and
in greater efficiency of operations. A
great job still lies ahead in this field.

‘While I am a Democrat from head to
foot, in every bone, muscle, and nerve of
my body, I am not blinded to the fact
that mistakes, as well as war and emer-
gencies, and additional responsibilities
have resulted in a tremendous increase
in the agencies of the executive depart-
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ment, many of which are loosely put to-
gether and are badly in need of being
straightened out or, even in many cases,
eliminated. Our people are fed up with
so0 much red tape and so many rules and
regulations which somehow seem to have
taken from them some of the freedom
which they have sSo long cherished.
Congress has not heretofore assumed its
full share of the responsibility of reor-
ganizing the executive branch of gov-
ernment. It is obvious that Congress
never will. Who then is better equipped?
Who has at his beck and call, training,
experience, and expert advice? To
whom are the people looking primarily
for the fulfillment of the innumerable
obligations and responsibilities of the ex-
ecutive branch of government, If there
is failure in a job of reorganization,
whom will the people look upon as re-
sponsible? The answer is: The President
of the United States. Should there be
any division of responsibility in keeping
the executive branch of government
clean, honest, economically and efficient-
ly operated? The answer is “No.”

May I inject here this thought—and I
do it sincerely—I do not believe that big
government, too far removed from the
people, is the responsibility or the work
of any particular political party. It is,
in my humble opinion, the result of a
number of factors, among which have
been war—actual and cold, emergency
and world-wide responsibilities, and at
times the indifference of the American
people, and the unwillingness of local
and State governments to assume their
full share of responsibility for services to
their respective peoples.

I think it is unfortunate that the Pres~
ident, his subordinates, and the leaders
in Congress got their wires crossed about
this resolution. I was impressed by Mr.
Dodge, Director of the Bureau of the
Budget. When he testified before our
Committee on Government Operations,
he spoke with apparent authority. Here
are some of his statements:

I think a simple majority would make it
almost in.poseible for the President to act in
the manner in which you expect him to.

If there ever was a time when the President
should be given adeguate powers, it 1s the
leader of the incoming administration. His
powers certainly should not be weakened.

The President has very determined ideas
of what he would like to accomplish, what
he believes the people expect of this admin-
tration; and I think he is entitled, under all
these circumstances, to have his hand

strengthened as much as possible, and cer-
tainly not weakened.

The public record shows this has been dis-
cussed with leaders of the Congress. I am
testifying as to the act presented here. We
would pref-r an extension without modifica-~
tion or weakening of the present act.

And, then, in answer to questions of
Mr. RIEHLMAN and of Mrs. St. GEORGE, he
made the following statements:

Mr. RieEHLMAN. I am sorry I was not here
to hear your opening remarks. However, I
am of the opinion that you are wholeheart-
edly in accord with the extension of the pres-
ent act as it is, without any modification
whatsoever?

Mr. Dopge. That is right.

I believe that the President should be
given an effective tool for carrying out his
responsibilities within such limits as are
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reasonable, and those established now ap-
pear to be reasonable.

* ¢ =+ T think practice has shown that
the decision under the 1948 act was adequate,
and we prefer that this be continued as is
and not weakened in any way nor modified
by exceptions.

Mrs. St. GEORGE. Mr. Dodge, am I correct
in assuming that this bill that we have
before us has been cleared by the present
administration, that it is regarded as the
minimum on which they can work?

Mr. Dopge. That is correct.

I am delighted to know now that the
Republican leadership in Congress con-
descended to yield to the wishes of the
President and the views of Mr. Dodge,
who minced no words in his opposition
to the Hoffman amendment. It is con-
soling to know that the experience and
the expert advice of so many individuals
and groups have finally made an im-
pression upon the Republican leadership
in Congress. The oldest living former
President of the United States, Mr. Her-
bert Hoover, expressed himself in sup-
port of H. R. 1979 without amendment.
He is the last person any Democrat
would expect to see asking for a grant
of authority not justified by the facts.
The studies and recommendations made
by the United States Chamber of Com-
merce and the Citizens Committee for
the Hoover Report, and by other inter-
ested and experienced individuals and
groups of Americans, deserve our most
careful nonpartisan consideration.

The only difficulty I ean foresee from
the passage of this legislation lies in
the fact that the President’s reorgani-
zation plan must be rejected or accepted
in its entirety, if I am correctly informed.
I do believe that Congress should give
serious consideration to some kind of
legislation which will either permit an
amendment to the plans submitted—and
this could be dangerous—or a means of
coordination between responsible leaders
in Congress and the President so that the
President, himself, may amend his own
plans, in keeping with constructive sug-
gestions from Congress, before they are
acted upon.

By way of summarization of what I
have said, I repeat in another way: Re-
organization is necessary. It can result
in a substantial reduction of expendi-
tures and of our tax burden. It can re-
sult in more efficiency in Government.
Should it be undertaken by the Presi-
dent because of a desire to make provi-
sion for patironage for an untold num-
ber of supporters, then it is doomed to
failure and it could be a crime against
the American people. If, however, re-
organization is attempted by the Presi-
dent in a nonpartisan way, without
thought of his party affiliation, without
fear of political repercussions if certain
supporters of his, or friends of his sup-
porters, lose their jobs or places of trust;
if it is attempted by him vigorously and
honestly, as I believe it will be at-
tempted, it can well result in substan-
tial improvement and efficiency of the
executive arm of Government and in
substantial reduction of our expendi-
tures, both at home and abroad.

He has requested that we appoint him
our agent to do this job. He has com-
mitted himself to do it thoroughly, hon-
estly, and well. I have confidence in his
integrity and his sincerity of purpose and
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his willingness to carry out essential or-
ders to his subordinates. I likewise have
sufficient confidence in the Members of
Congress to believe that, regardless of
party affiliation, a substantial majority
of the membership of one House or the
other will, first, reject any plan that is
not right and, secondly, in the future,
refuse to extend any authority not prop-
erly put into execution. In this program
of contemplated action, and in all other
programs affecting the welfare of all our
people, let us stand shoulder to shoulder,
without thought of party affiliation, and
do those things which we sincerely be-
lieve are for the best interest of our
country. As we take these periodic in-
ventories of the needs and responsibil-
ities of Government, I suggest it is both
fitting and appropriate that we take a
spiritual inventory of our own lives, both
as private citizens and public servants.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. Dobppl.

Mr. DODD. Mr. Chairman, I rise here
briefly not only as a member of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations, but
as well as one who has been chairman
of the Citizens Committee for the Adop-
tion of the Hoover Report in my own
State of Connecticut. I suggest to my
colleagues at this time that we of the
Citizens Committee, which I may say
was made up of members of both po-
litical parties, have approached this
problem of support for the Hoover Com-
mission, in a bipartisan, indeed, in a
nonpartisan manner. We have been for
and are now for a continuation of this
reorganization program. I voted in com-
mittee against what is called the HofI-
man amendment, because I thought it
would be a restriction on the new Presi-
dent which was not imposed on his
predecessor and because we of the Citi-
zens Committee feel and have felt that
the job of reorganization is difficult
enough and that it is in the best interest
of the country that a constitutional ma-
jority be required in order to further
this reorganization program. I am
aware that there are those both on my
side of the aisle and on the other side
who have grave concern about the con-
stitutional question of the delegation of
authority by the Congress,

Mr. Chairman, I am in receipt of a
telegram from Mr. Charles B. Coates,
vice chairman and general manager of
the Citizens Committee for the Hoover
Report, which reads as follows:

JANUARY 31, 1953,
Hon. TaOoMAS J. Dopb,
Old House Office Building,
v Washington, D. C.:

Heartily urge you to oppose amendment
substitution simple majority for constitu-
tional majority in H. R. 1879 for Reorgani-
zation Act extension. This amendment
would seriously damage chances for much
needed continuation of Federal reorganiza-
tion so well begun by bipartisan Hoover
Commission. As amended this bill makes it
possible for 26 out of the total of 531 Mem-
bers of Congress to defeat any Presidential
reorganization plan in practice. I fear that
this would work out so that almost any
worth while reorganization could easily be
killed without “the Congress even half think-
ing about it,” as the saying goes. Remem-
bering your sterling work as voluntary chair-
man of the Connecticut Citizens Committee
for the Hoover Report, I feel sure you will
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agree that this amendment not only repre-
sents a dangerous set-back in the reorgani-
zation process but a bitter disappointment
to the thousands of public-spirited citizens
of both parties who stand ready to support
the Congress and the administration in the
vital task for making our Government
stronger, more eflicient, and more eflective
in this time of crisis.
CHARLES B. COATES,
Vice Chairman and General Man-
ager, Citizens Committee for the
Hoover Report.

I understand their concern. I lean
toward that side myself. I want the
Congress to retain its constitutional au-
thority. I feel that the problem which
confronts us today is of such a peculiar
nature, and the difficulties which attend
reorganization are so great, that it is
fair and not unreasonable to suggest
that we do pass this bill and continue
this act as it has been written hereto-
fore and as it is written today.

May I remind my colleagues, the five
of them from Connecticut who are on
the other side, I being the only Demo-
cratic Member from my State, that I
do believe it is accurate to say that the
overwhelming majority of the people
not only of my own district but of our
entire State are very much in favor of
the continuation of this plan and are in
favor as well of the continuation of the
constitutional majority provision.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Chairman, I am under no illusions
about what will happen to this commit-
tee amendment, which, by the way, was
offered by me after I was assured that it

met with the approval of the adminis-

tration.

But to be frank, let me say that regard-
less of what the administration wanted
I would have offered the same amend-
ment. It is in the bill that was reported
out without objection in the other body
previous to the time our committee meet-
ing was held. That amendment but ex-
presses the opinion which I have held
ever since I came here in 1935.

I might add that the CoNGREsSIONAL
REecorps on the table back there, which
I did not bring down to the well with
me, contain the record showing that pre-
viously when there was a record vote on
reorganization plans practically the
same amendment which I offered to the
committee and which is in the bill today
was offered, and was supported on one
cccasion by 168 Republicans. I will not
now embarrass my colleagues by recit-
ing that roll call. We have now a Pres-
ident upon whom we can rely. That
amendment received the support of the
Republican leadership, including my dis-
tinguished friend from Indiana [Mr.
HaLrLEck], the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, our present able Speaker, my
friend from Ohio [Mr. Brownl, and
many others, not only on that occasion
but on every other occasion when it was
offered.

Later on we were told by the admin-
istration advisers that the committee
amendment was not wanted. That put
14 committee members on the spot.
That change in orders left 14 members
of the committee out on a limb—which
later was sawed off behind them. Being
loyal Republicans, being liberal-minded,
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and, I assume this is the reason, willing
to go along with the first Republican
President in 20 years—one in whom they
have confidence—they are now voting
against the amendment which they voted
for in committee, after they were advised
that the amendment would meet the ap-
proval of the administration.

I have no fault to find with that. The
administration just got its signals
crossed—only temporarily. I have not
yet, in all the years I have been here,
criticized any Member of this House, be-

. cause of his or her vote, and I never

intend to do so.

One serious constitutional objection is
met by the committee amendment. The
unamended act requires that a majority
of the authorized membership of each
House is necessary to reject a reorgan-
ization plan. The amendment would re-
store the historic constitutional test for
effective action of the Houses of Con=-
gress.

Those who feel that 218 affirmative
votes—a majority of the authorized
membership—should be necessary for
effective legislative action in the House,
or 49 affirmative votes in the Senate,
should address themselves to a constitu-
tional amendment.

To call such a requirement a “constitu-
tional majority” is a farce. It is an in-
novation of the New Deal, repugnant to
and designed to frustrate the Constitu-
tion.

No such test for legislative action is
recognized by the Constitution. None
can be imposed by legislation short of an
amendment to the Constitution.

Figures which show the number of
recommendations of the past two admin-
istrations that were turned down are
irrelevant. Congress now has faith and
confidence in our President. President
Eisenhower does not need unconstitu-
tional devices.

The bill without the amendment per-
mits a plan sent down by the President’s
advisers—for presumably he knows
nothing about it—to become the law of
the land if 217 Members—one less than a
majority of the House—vote against a
resolution rejecting the plan or are not
present, While those who oppose a
simple majority rejecting a plan, they
swallow without a quiver to their Adam’s
apple legislation which has never re-
ceived the sanction of a majority; the
same result would obtain in the other
body. That position.is absurd for while
they insist that only a majority of those
elected can reject a plan they accept the
passage of legislation by less than that
number—they accept legislation adopted
by a majority of those present when the
vote is taken—even when on one occasion
as in the Senate the President and only
one Member was present.

Now why do I oppose this reorganiza-
tion bill with or without the amendment,
if you please? Because I do not believe
that Congress should delegate its legis-
lative power to the executive branch of
the Government.

A COMPARISON OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE RE-

ORGANIZATION ACT WITH OUR CONSTITUTION

Most school children know that we get
our laws by the concurrent action of the
Houses of Congress, followed by the ap-
proval of the President or the overriding
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of the President’s veto by a two-thirds
vote of each House. -

The Reorganization Act tries to pre=-
scribe another method for making laws.

Section 1 of article I of the Constitu-
tion of the United States reads:

All legislative power herein granted shall
be vested in a Congress of the United States,
which shall consist of a Senate and House of
Represent.atlves.

~ The Reorganization Act vests in the
President the power to originate a “re-~
organization plan” which unless rejected
by a House of Congress, becomes the law
of the land.

Section 7 of article I of the Constitu-
tion of the United States reads in part:

Every order, resolution, or vote to which
the concurrence of the Senate and House of
Representatives may be necessary (except on
a question of adjournment) shall be pre-
sented to the President of the United States;
and before the same shall take effect, shall be
approved by him, or being disapproved by
him, shall be repassed by two-thirds of the
Senate and House of Representatives, accord-
ing to the rules and limitations prescribed
in the case of a bill.

The Reorganization Act provides that
the plans originated by the President
shall be filed with each House of Con=-
gress and, unless rejected by the affirma-
tive vote of more than half the author-
ized membership of either House, shall
become law. Under the proposed amend-
ment, a plan would become law if not
rejected by a majority of either House.

The constitutional powers of Congress
are specified in section 8 of article I—
see also section 3 of article ITI, sections
1 and 3 of article IV, and article V. The
last clause of section 8 of article I reads:

To make all laws which shall be necessary
and proper for carrying into execution the
foregoing powers, and all other powers vested
by this Constitution in the Government of
the United States, or in any department or
officer thereof,

The Reorganization Act attempts to
place in the Executive power and au-
thority, not only to abolish agencies, ex~
cept departments, but even to abolish
any function of the Government, except
that he must leave each department with
one function.

The first sentence of section 1 of ar-
ticle II of the Constitution is:

The executive power shall be vested in a
President of the United States of America.

The Reorganization Act makes it pos-
sible for either House of Congress to veto
a Presidential reorganization.

The constitutional issue: Having in
mind these provisions of our Constitu-
tion, Attorney General Mitchell—Thirty-
seventh Opinions of the Attorney Gen-
eral, pages 56, 63—analyzed the consti-
tutional question presented to him on
the basis that, unless the function were
executive, the delegation would be un-
constitutional, and if the function were
executive, the setting up of a method
whereby one House of Congress could
disapprove executive action violated ar-
ticle II, section 1. With all due respect
for the statement of Tom Clark—then
Mr. Truman’'s Attorney General—that
Attorney General Mitchell based his
opinion on an unsound premise, Mr.
]:ﬂt.chell's analysis seems determinative
0 me,
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The Constitution is violated when
Congress attempts to transfer legislative
powers to the President—Schechter
Poultry Corp. v. U. S. (295 U. S, 495) ;
Panama Refining Co.v. Ryan (293 U. S.
388) ; Yakus v. U. 8. (321 U. 8. 414).

The Supreme Court distinguishes an
unconstitutional delegation of legisla-
tive power by Congress from “a mere ex-
ercise—by the Executive—of adminis-
trative discretion under valid legislative
authority”—Lichter v. U. S. (334 U. 8.
742, 175).

Generally, Supreme Court cases dis-
cuss whether Congress has sufficiently
laid down “its policies and standards in
order that the administrative authority
granted may not be an unconstitutional
delegation of its own legislative power,”
acknowledging that this test is a mat-
ter of degree “not capable of precise defi-
nition™ (id. at 779).

The draftsmen of the Reorganization
Act of 1949 made a studious effort to
comply superficially with these tests of
constitutionality—see sections 2 and 3 of
the act. But on amount of careful
draftsmanship can conceal the basic dif-
ficulty presented by the very scope of
the delegation in the reorganization act.

Except for its immediate predecessors,
I know of no attempted delegation by
Congress in any way comparable in
breadth with the authority attempted to
be delegated in the Reorganization Act
of 1949,

Under that act, any function ef any
agency can be abolished by the Execu-
tive. The Marine Corps, and its roles
and missions could be abolished.

All veterans’ benefits ecan be invali-
dated by a ukase. The FBI could be put
out of business. All farm price supports
can be eliminated.

There is hardly an activity of the Gov-
ernment that a President could not
eliminate, except that he must leave the
nine major departments with at least one
function each.

That act tries to give away the power
and duty of Congress to make laws re-
garding the Government of the United
States. It is silly to compare that kind
of a delegation with the Renegotiation
Act, or any other type of statute.

The standards and limitations set
forth in the Reorganization Act would
be adequate for a delegation of power
to reorganize the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice; possibly they would be adequate for
a delegation of power to reorganize or
even abolish the Department of Com-
merce, though that I doubt. But, a dele-
gation of the scope of the Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1949 cannot be validated by
a legislative preface of generalities
as to permissible aims—see A. L. A.
Schechter Poullry Corp. v. United States,
supra, and compare Fahey v. Mallonee
(332 U. S. 245), in which the Court slides
over the practical absence of standards
because it is dealing with a narrow and
customary field of delegation.

We have confidence in the President
of the United States. He now has the
power to, and I believe he will, clean
up the “mess” in the executive depart-
ment. But we have a Government of
laws. A decision that this act is con-
stitutional cannot rest in the fact, which
I proclaim, that we have a good and
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competent President. And there is noth-
ing else on which it can rest.

Carved into stone over the door of the
Supreme Court is the legend “Equal jus-
tice under law,” That is the foundation
upon which our Government rests. Con-
stitutional Government is the basic rea-
son we here have a greater degree of
freedom, prosperity, and security than
in any other country. The constitu-
tional system of checks and balances,
which has served us individually and as
a Nation so well, will ultimately be de-
stroyed if, little by little, first one con--
stitutional provision and then another
is. either ignored or overridden. That
we are on the way toward dictatorship
is shown by the willingness of the Con-
gress to surrender the legislative author-
ity granted to it by the Constitution.

The Congress, of course, can delegate
to the Executive administrative func-
tions. But under the Constitution the
Congress cannot veto any executive ac-
tion, the power to perform which is given
to the President by the Constitution.
And yet in this bill what do we do? We
grant legislative power to the President
and then we violate another provision of
the Constitution by writing in and elaim-
ing the right to veto that executive ac-
tion. Twice in the same bill we violate
the Constitution.

Now why? Why should we do it? In
addition to my contention that this leg-
islation is unconstitutional, I say it is
unnecessary. It comes tome with a feel-
ing of gratification to have our Demo-
cratic friends come up here after 20
years, with the exception of 2 years, of
absolute control over every branch of this
Government—and I speak advisedly and
with all due respect because our judges
are Democratic appointees—they come
to us now and say in effect that this
country is in a mess and the people in
November agreed with them that the
country will be ruined unless we grant
legislative powers to the President.
Have they so misconducted themselves
over these 20 years that they have this
Government in this kind of a situation
where the Congress itself must abdicate
and give to the President the powers
which the people have reposed in us?
Surely, Eisenhower is my President and
I expect to go along with him. I expect
to strain my conscience a little here and
there on oceasion, if I must, to go along—
that is, just strain, not disregard it. But,
after all, the people in my district are my
bosses and I follow their orders after I
have strained them through my con-
science and used my good judgment to
test them by constitutional standards.
That is all I can do, and that is just what
I have always done, just what I intend
to keep on doing, so long as I am here.

But this is only the latest of the futile
efforts to find a panacea for waste by
reorganizing. Way back in 1888 the
Cochrell Commission reported its find-
ings. Then the Dockery-Cochrell Com-
mission was established in 1883. Both
were legislative creations, but the Keep
Committee was established by President
Theodore Roosevelt in 1905, and func-
tioned until 1909.

In 1910, Congress appropriated $100,-
000, and in the following 3 years an addi-
tional $160,000, which provided for the
establishment and operation of the Pres-
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ident’s Commission on Economy and Effi-
ciency. Although the Commission made
numerous recommendations, no legisla-
tive action was taken.

The Division of Efficiency, created in
1913, was later given reorganization
functions, and the President was author-
ized to abolish duplications of service
which it found to exist.

Vast war reorganization power, during
World War I, was given President Wilson
by the Overman Act.

After the war the Budget and Account-
ing Act of 1921 created the Bureau of the
Budget and established the General Ac-
counting Office as an independent
agency.

In the Sixty-sixth Congress, in 1919, a
Joint Committee on Reorganization of
the Administrative Branch of the Gov-
ernment was established.

In 1921 the President was authorized
to appoint a representative to cooper-
ate with this committee. Among the
recommendations of the committee in
1924 were: First, the coordination of the
Military and Naval Establishments un-
der a single Cabinet officer, as the De-
partment of National Defense—a pro-
posal which was adopted some 25 years
later; second, transfer of all nonmilitary
functions from the War and Navy De-
partments to civilian departments—
chiefly Interior and Commerce; third,
elimination of all nonfiscal functions
from the Treasury Department; fourth,
establishment of a new Department of
Education and Welfare; fifth, change the
name of the Post Office Department to
Department of Communications; and,
sixth, the attachment to the several de-
partments of all independent establish-
ments except those which perform quasi-
judicial functions or act as service agen-
cies for all departments.

There was some coordination of units
of the Veterans’ Administration by Presi-
dent Hoover under act of July 3, 1930.

Authority very similar to that con-
tained in the Reorganization Act of 1949,
if committee amendments are adopted,
but not as complefe, was contained in
I.he Legislative Appropriations Act of

933.

No plans proposed by President Hoover
under this authority became law, and
Attorney General Mitchell found the act,
so far as it attempted to provide for
reorganizations, to be unconstitutional—
Thirty-seventh Opinions of the Attorney
General, pages 56, 63.

The Treasury and Post Office Appro-
priations Act of 1934 gave President
Roosevelt power to issue Executive orders
subject to congressional disapproval
within 60 days for the purpose of gov-
ernmental reorganization. The Presi-
dent submitted six Executive orders dur-
ing 1933 and 1934 in accordance with
this grant of power. All the orders be-
came effective, and are known as the first
Roosevelt reorganization plan.

On February 25, 1936, the Senate
passed a resolution establishing the Se-
lect Committee to Investigate the Execu-
tive Agencies of the Government. Com-
posed of five members, headed by Sena-
tor Harry F. Byrp, the committee was
appointed by the President of the Senate
and drew its funds from the contingent
funds of the Senate. The committee
was responsible for a series of 14 reports
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prepared by the Brookings Institution
and published as Senate committee
prints,

In March 1936, President Roosevelt ad-
vised the Congress that he was going to
appoint a committee to formulate a plan
for the reorganization of the executive
branch of the Government and asked
the cooperation of the Senate select com-
mittee in that project. The President
then appointed Louis Brownlow, Charles
E. Merriam—who died in January 1953—
and Luther Gulick as the President's
Committee on Administrative Manage-
ment. The committee submitted its re-
port in 1937 with the following main rec-
ommendations: First, expansion of the
White House stafl; second, strengthening
and developing the managerial agencies
of the Government, such as those dealing
with the budget and personnel; third,
extension of the merit system; fourth,
grouping of independent agencies and
units in 12 major executive departments;
and, fifth, establishment of accountabil-
ity of the Executive to the Congress by
providing an independent post audit of
all fiscal transactions.

The Reorganization Act of April 3,
1939—Public Law 19, Seventy-sixth Con-
gress, first session, Fifty-third Statutes,
page b56l—gave President Roosevelt
power to reorganize through the device
of reorganization plans which were to be
submitted to the Congress. Disapproval
by both Houses within 60 days was re-
quired to defeat plans and a time limit
for submission of plans—January 21,
1941—was inclucded. Under the author-
ity given him, the President submitted
five extensive plans of reorganization, all
of which were approved.

The next major action relative to re-
organization came in 1945, although the
President had been given wartime powers
of great scope. The Reorganization Act
of 1945—Public Law 263, Seventy-ninth
Congress, first session, Fifty-ninth Stat-
utes, page 613—gave the President au-
thority again to submit reorganization
plans subject to the disapproval of both
Houses of Congress. Seven plans were
submitted under the authority of this
act; two were rejected by both Houses;
two were disapproved by one House but
went into effect; and three were ap-
proved without serious objection.

In July 1947 Congress established the
Commission on Organization of the Ex-
ecutive Branch of the Government, bet-
ter known as the Hoover Commission.
After 2 years of extensive study and the
expenditure of a little less than
$2,000,000 the Commission in 1949 issued
a series of reports on various phases or
units of the Faderal Government. Nine-
teen reports were submitted to Congress
along with accompanying task force re-
ports and other supporting data. It has
been estimated that over half of the rec-
ommendations of the Hoover Commis-
sion have been adopted. The Congress
might well adopt the remaining Hoover
Commission's recommendations before it
seeks others.

In 1949 Congress passed the present
Reorganization Act authorizing the Pres-
ident to submit reorganization plans.
This time, however, the disapproval of a
constitutional majority of only one
House of Congress was sufficient to reject
a plan, So far, 41 reorganization plans
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have been submitted under this author-
ity; 29 have gone into effect; 11 were re-
jected by Congress; and 1 was superseded
by law. The authority granted by the
Reorganization Act of 1949 would expire,
except for the now-proposed amend-
ment, on April 1, 1953.

Under the personal direction of its
president, Robert L. Johnson, former
chairman of the Citizens Committee for
the Hoover Report, Temple University is
now making a survey.

In November last then President-elect
Eisenhower wrote Dr. Johnson, as
follows:

Dear Dr. Jonwmson: Thank you for your
letter of November 14, in which you advise
me of the nonpartisan review and study of
Government reorganization which has been
undertaken by Temple University. It is my
understanding that this will integrate and
bring up to date existing studies and recom-
mendations, including the report of the
Hoover Commission. This undertaking is
most timely and should be very helpful to
the prospective members of the new admin-
istration. :

I am appointing a committee composed of
Nelson A. Rockefeller, Arthur 8. Flemming,
and Milton Eisenhower to represent me and
work with my assistant, Gov. Sherman
Adams, and the Budget Director in connec-
tion with this study. In view of the fact
that the appointment of the new Cabinet
will soon be complete, I would like to make
available to the Cabinet designees the expe-
rience and findings of the experts who are
now conducting the review.

With lasting appreciation of your initiative
and selfless devotion in this matter,

Bincerely,
DwiGHT D. EISENHOWER,

To the average taxpaying citizen who
has knowledge of the President’s desire to
streamline our Government, of his au-
thority, there would seem to be little need
for further research. Present conditions
are obvious. The cure—Executive action
is available. Why spend further time in
diagnosis?

Does the President need the uncon-
stitutional power of this. Reorganization
Act? 1 say “No.” Has reorganization
been effective in years gone by? I say
“No."” We have had reorganization plan
after reorganization plan, and what is
the situation? There have been more
employees, with one exception, in each
of the 3 years after every reorganization
act was adopted than there were before,
and we have spent more dollars by the
billions after the adoption of reorganiza-
tion plans than we did before.

Here is a list of civilian employees of
the executive departments for each of
the 3 years immediately following the
adoption of enabling reorganization leg-
islation:

1934 714, 657
1935 830,122
10 TR e R Yo et T s S 846, 316
1940 ——— 1,183, 344
1941 --- 1,670,922
1942 2,810,871
D e o i, e i o i 2,277,078
1y AR TS LN 1, 909,431
1948.... 2, 075, 559
1950 LIRS -——- 2,181,217
1951 S 2, 518, 137
1862 2, 662, 792

The same conclusion is demonstrated
by the civilian payroll of the executive
branch of the Government for each of
the 3 years immediately following the
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adoption ot enabling reorganization leg-
islation:
1933 Reorganization Act

DB e e e e e e s s s ke $1, 151, 547, 000

1935 1, 398, 383, 000

1936 1, 584, 485, 000
1939 Reorganization Act

1940 u $1, 955, 068, 000

1941 ol 2, 501, 105, 000

1942 & 4, 406, 373, 000
1945 Reorganization Act

1946 - -~ 88,717,837, 000

p {1y R W = = A i 5, 722, 339, 000

1948 e 6,176, 414, 000
1949 Reorganization Act

1950_.-- $6, 969, 504, 000

1851 8, 934, 726, 000

1952 estimate 9, 833, 613, 000

So, is authority to submit reorganiza-
tion plans the remedy? Look at these
books on this table in the well of the
House. Do you know what these are?
The Veterans' Administration paid $605,-
000 for that study of how to reorganize
the Veterans’ Administration, which was
completed last year., Then they did not
use the plans. Then the VA came out
with this other book, beautiful maps and
tables, telling why they did not use the
$605,000 plan. If you will read it, you
will learn that they did not adopt it be-
cause of convention resolutions and pro-
tests that came to the head of the Veter-
ans' Administration from several groups.
Six hundred and five thousand dollars
down the drain. Why argue in support
of things like that? An Executive order
from the President to put it into effect
would have done the job.

Then you say, “Why don't you go
along with this?” I do not believe the
President needs this bill. Why? Be-
cause he is the head of this Government.
The President appoints the heads of
these departments—all of them. Heisa
military man. He is a man of experience
in administrative lines. He has absolute
charge. He can call for their resigna-
tion any time he wants to. He has the
power. He is accustomed to giving or-
ders—let him give a few. Did not the
Secretary of Defense give up $2,500,000
in stock just to get a job that he does not
need just to serve his country? That is
some power, is it not, to make you let go
of that much money? The President of
the United States, being a man of in-
tegrity, being a man of determination,
accustomed to giving orders, what does
he need to do to get efficiency and econ-
omy? Certainly not to send down plans.
Oh, let him crack the whip a bit over
his own appointees and their deputies.
He can do it. Administration officials
are dependent upon him, We are not.
We are dependent upon our people for
our jobs, for our continuation here; to
them we report; for them we serve. So
all the President needs to do, having a
desire to economize, and knowing
how, as he does, is to give orders.
It is an insult to the intelligence
of this Congress, it is a slur, you might
say, on our faithfulness to our constit-
uents to argue here that if your President
sends down a sound reorganization
proposal we will not go along. Of course
we will. Have we not had the most
sound pledges from the minority that
they would go along? They have given
us their word that they would go along.
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Do you know how long they will go along?
Until the President sends down the first
bill which will kick out of office some of
the incompetents that came in during the
last administration. Then we will see
them all going toward the rear in jet
planes. They will not be with us. Do
not be deceived with that foolishness.
They will desert before the day is over.
But we on this side will stand by the
President.

How do you legislate? Do any of you
know a school boy or girl who will not
tell you when you ask that question as
to who makes the laws, that Congress
makes them with the approval or over
the veto of the President?

Would you favor permanent legisla-
tion which takes away this power that
the Constitution puts in Congress? If
we pass a bill which gives a President
permanent authority to send down these
plans, the plans would become law if
neither House takes any action, or even
if majorities of both Houses disapprove
the plans. That is not the way the Con-
stitution is written.

I will tell you why they do not want to
give to the executive branch that legis-
lative power permanently; they just
want to let go of it for a little while. But
if Congress lets go of its constitutional
powers for a little while now, the loss
may later be permanent. Any bill re-
pealing a reorganization act must have
a majority vote of both Houses, and if
the President vetoes it, it takes two-
thirds of each House to override the veto.
Do you see where we are getting?

Some may say they have no objection
to giving a President temporary powers,
but power granted to a benign President,
to a Republican President in whom we
have faith and confidence, might, as they
have told us over here, after the expira-
tion of his term vest in the hands of an-
other Truman, and then where would
we be? We could not get rid of it.
There is the danger. Some are not op-
posed to a little unconstitutionality, but
they do not want too much of it. They
do not want it to become a settled policy,
or so they say. I cannot go along with
that. We have heard an eloguent plea
today from our majority leader who sits
here, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HaLreck]l. I recall distinetly that he
made some elogquent and forceful argu-
ments here when we exempted 21 agen=
cies from reorganization. On another
occasion I think it was 7 or 8, and now
we do not exempt any. Where are we
going? Little by little the Executive is
encroaching upon the power of the Con-
gress; and while I will go along with the
President on any proposed economy or
efficiency legislation which he may send
down here, and as I said a moment ago,
while I will strain my conscience just a

little to do that, I will never go along

with the grant of a constitutional power
to anyone in the executive department,

I cannot vote for this bill, because to-
day’s grant of unconstitutional power to
a liberty-loving President may be tomor-
row’s weapon in the hands of a now
unknown tyrant.

CONFERRING LEGISLATIVE POWER UPON A PRESI-
DENT TO REORGANIZE THE EXECUTIVE DEPART=-
MENTS IS UNNECESSARY
(a) Because a President now has the

authority to appoint the heads of the
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executive departments and to force them
to adopt practices which will bring about
both economy and efficiency of admin-
istrative functions;

(b) Because a willing Congress, know-
ing the urgent need for both economy
and efficiency in the operation of the
executive departments, will enact any
and all necessary, constructive legisla-
tion which he may send to it by either
bill or resolution; and

(c) Because we now have a President
who has the administrative ability, the
courage, the desire, and the determina-
tion to, by Executive order, or the ap-
proval of bills or recommendations sub-
mitted to Congress, “‘clean up the mess"”
which was so large a factor in his elec-
tion.

Now, it is quite true that obviously, in
a business as large and as sprawling as
is the Federal Government, there must
be over-all plans. No one contends that
this Government of ours or any one
branch of it can be successfully operated
without plans and organization.

Equally true is it that no legislation,
no organizational set-up, will either op-
erate itself or can be made foolproof.
Inefficient administration will wreck the
most perfect organization.

The President is aware of the danger
to our economic structure; he is un-
doubtedly determined that, in the execu-
tive departments, we shall have both
éfficiency and economy; he is, as the peo-
ple decided in November, a superlative
administrator, a man accustomed to
command the obedience of those under
him. I can see no reason why our Presi-
dent cannot, why he will not, attain the
long-sought objective of an economic,
efficient administration in the executive
departments.

For myself, I prefer to retain our con-
stitutional government, rely for the need-
ed reforms upon the unquestioned abili-
ty, integrity, courage, and determination
of our President.

That I am justified in this belief is
evidenced by order No. 1 of Attorney
General Herbert Brownell, Jr., which
demands that the employees under him
give the service to which the Govern-
ment has so long been entitled, to which
the people have been looking forward—
see exhibit A.

There is also proof, in a release by
Secretary Benson, that, in the Agricul-
ture Department, a similar drive is on—
see exhibit B.

Just 10 days ago, President Eisenhow-
er took over, and, within that 10-day
period, we have not only these two, but
several other orders which, if followed
throughout the executive departments,
will give us the needed cure.

What more evidence does the most
skeptical New Dealer want to convince
him that we are on the road toward a
more economical, a more efficient execu-
tive department, a balanced budget, a
lower tax rate?

What this country needs is not an un-
constitutional grant of legislative power
to the executive department, but faith in
the Chief Executive, an opportunity
given him to, may I state, crack the
whip, let the subordinates know that he
means business.

If the President finds that he can-
not bring about necessary and desirable
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reforms under the power he now has, or
through resolutions sent to a more-than-
willing Congress, the Congress can easily
and quickly change its procedure to in-
sure immediate consideration of new leg-
islation.
ExHIBIT A
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D. C.

ORDER NO. 1

To All Officials and Employees of the Depart-
ment of Jusiice:

The business hours of the Department for
all offices, including the field, are hereby
established as 9 a. m. to 5:30 p. m., Monday
through Friday, inclusive. Variations in the
established workweek or irregular tours of
duty may be fixed to meet the requirements
of law or the needs of the service. The hours
of duty must be strictly observed.

A schedule for lunch periods will be estab-
lished in each office on a staggered basis so
that someone will be present at all times to
answer inquiries or handle routine business.
Any abuses of the time allotted for lunch
should be corrected by administrative action
either as a charge against annual leave or
appropriate disciplinary measures.

Unavoidable or necessary absence from
duty not in excess of 30 minutes and tardi-
ness may be excused by the supervisor. The
time must be made up either by charge
against overtime previously worked or subse-
quent overtime. Habitual tardiness will not
be excused and will be charged against an-
nual leave or corrected through disciplinary
action. The minimum charge for annual
leave regardless of the period of tardiness is
1 hour,

Complete records must be maintained by
the time and attendance clerk on all periods
of overtime. All paid overtime must be
ordered by the head of the division or office
and approved in advance by the Deputy
Attorney General or the Administrative
Assistant Attorney General.

This order becomes effective immediately.

HERBERT BROWNELL, Jr.,
Attorney General.

ExHieir B
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, January 22, 1953.
EECRETARY BENSON MOVES TO OVERHAUL DEPART-
MENT OF AGRICULTURE

The United States Department of Agricul-
ture, largest of all the Nation's civilian agen-
cles, swollen into a huge bureaucracy of 20
agencies and bureaus in the last 20 years, is
getting a major overhauling.

Ezra Taft Benson, Secretary, announced
today that he is regrouping the Department's
services into four divisions for administra-
tive purposes. Another division, that of the
Solicitor's office, will remain as presently
constituted.

“This action,” stated Benson, “will make
possible a closer coordination of related ac-
tivities. All the regrouped agencies retain
their present structure with the exception of
the agricultural conservation program.
This will be transferred from the Production
and Marketing Administration and placed
with the Research, Extension, and Land-Use
group.

“What we intend is a gradual streamlining
of the Department’s services in the interest
of economy and greater efficlency. The ac-
tion is taken after weeks of study and con-
ferences with congressional leaders, the
members of the President's Committee on
Reorganization, our own Interim Agricul-
tural Advisory Committee, and members of
the Hoover Commission,"

L] - - - L

In a memorandum to agency heads and
employees, announcing the new grouping
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and outlining the new lines of authority in
his Administration, Secretary Benson had
this to say about policy:

“As public servants, we must recognize
the duty and responsibility we have to serve
the public eficiently and well. The people of
this country have a right to expect that
every one of us will give a full day’s work for
a day's pay. They have a right to expect that
we will find more effective and economical
ways of doing our job. In these times of un-
precedented public debt and continued high
Federal expenditures, the public rightfully
expects us to put forth even greater effort to
effect savings in Government operations and
to reduce public expenses. Fulfillment of
this responsibility will require the undivided
loyalty and support of every agency head and
employee in the Department. We must work
as a team if we are to meet the problems that
lie ahead and render the greatest possible
service to the farmers of America, the entire
agricultural industry, and to this great and
good country we love so much.”

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Chairman, I am in
favor of granting President Eisenhower
the necessary powers to reorganize our
governmental system so that it may con-
tinue to function smoothly and efii-
ciently.

The bill, which came to us from the
Committee on Government Operations
calling for amendment of the Reorgani-
zation Act of 1949, actually seeks to shear
the President of effective power and au-
thority to undertake such reorganization
plans of our Government departments,
agencies, and bureaus as the times and
circumstances would require. The com-
mittee’s formula to substitute so-called
simple majority of those present and
voting instead of a constitutional major-
ity of all Members of Congress, in my
opinion, constitutes a weakening of Pres=
idential power.

At a time such as this, when we are
beleaguered with so many problems at
home and abroad, we should utilize every
opportunity to strengthen the hand of
our Government and its responsible lead=-
ers so that this country can continue to
exert its influence for the good of all.

I am heartily in agreement that Con-
gress should grant a 2-year extension of
the same reorganization powers to Presi-
dent Eisenhower as that held by his
predecessor, Harry S. Truman. I feel he
deserves every opportunity and support
to carry out the pledge he has made to
the American people to effect economies
in Government. Whether we be Demo-
crat or Republican, in a matfer such as
this we should not take a strictly partisan
approach. We must adapt ourselves to
new situations and meet the challenge
of the times as statesmen and leaders of
a great Nation.

Let us not hesitate to give President
Eisenhower the encouragement he needs
and the power to act when the time for
action is at hand. The welfare of the
country demands it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back the balance of
the time on this side.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for gen-
eral debate having expired, the Clerk
will read the bill for amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete,, That subsection (b) of
section 6 of the Reorganization Act of 1949
(5 U. 8. C., sec. 133z-3 (b)) is hereby
amended by striking out “April 1, 19563” and
inserting in lieu thereof “April 1, 1955."
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With the following committee amend-
ment:

At the end of the bill add the following:

“8SEcC. 2. Subsection (a) of section 6 of such
act is amended to read as follows:

**(a) Except as may be otherwise pro=
vided pursuant to subsection (e¢) of this
section, the provisions of the reorganization
plan shall take effect upon the expiration
of the first period of 60 calendar days, of
continuous session of the Congress, follow-
ing the date on which the plan is trans-
mitted to it; but only if, between the date
of transmittal and the expiration of such
60-day period, there has not been passed by
either of the two Houses a resolution stating
in substance that that House does not favor
the reorganization plan.’™

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Chairman, I rise in support of the com-
mittee amendment.

Mr. Chairman, so far as I am con-
cerned, I shall not proleng the discus-
sion, You all know where I stand on
this matter. I merely want to say that
from the practical standpoint, and I do
not know what action the other body
has taken or will take on this, the same
amendment is in a bill reported out by
the corresponding committee of the
other body without objection. If that
body takes the bill its committee has
reported we will go to conference. In
any event, by insisting on striking this
amendment which is not necessary to
the adoption of effective reorganization
plans the administration may lose some
support in the other body by those who
wish to adhere to constitutional pro-
cedure which it otherwise might have.
Why does the leadership fight for some-
thing it does not need when by so doing
it opens the way for a future President
to take over our duty to legislate?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr, Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I ask for this time to
state my position against the Hoffman
amendment and to again reaffirm the
position that has been consistent on
the Democratic side. If we are going
to have effective reorganization, we must
give to the President peculiar powers in
a special arrangement whereby plans he
has drafted can be considered by the
Congress in such a way they will actually
receive the consideration of the Con-
gress and not be rejected by a small
minority of the membership. I there-
fore ask, when the vote occurs on the
Hoffman amendment, that it be voted
down,

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last two words.

(At the request of Mr. HorFMan of
Michigan, and by unanimous consent,
the time of Mr. Jupp was extended 5
minutes.)

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I recog-
nize that my position on this amend-
ment is a very difficult one to discuss and
that whatever one says on that position
will be misinterprted by some as lack of
confidence in our President or opposition
to him. But I think I probably am as
good a person to contend for it as any-
one because I do not think anybody can
rightly say that I do not have confidence
in President Eisenhower. No one tried
harder than I did for a whole year in
almost every State of the Union to get
him nominated and elected; nobody has
been prouder of the way he is conducting
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himself and the responsibilities of his
office. Every prediction and every assur-
ance that I gave to voters when urging
them to support his candidacy has been
fulfilled in fullest measure. I am
stronger for him today than I ever was
before. Nevertheless, if this amendment
is adopted, it will be portrayed that our
approval of it means that Republicans
are not supporting their own Republican
President. It will be said Republicans
are not willing to give Eisenhower what
the Democrats gave Roosevelt and Tru-
man. That is true, but not for the rea-
son implied. We did not want to give
such power to Presidents Roosevelt and
Truman, not because we had lack of con-
fidence in them but because we believed
there were certain constitutional prinei-
ples and responsibilities it is our obliga-
tion to uphold, just as the President has
certain principles and responsibilities it
is his obligation to fulfill,

Mr. Chairman, this amendment which
is being offered now, is the very same
amendment I offered in October 1945. It
came within 14 votes of being adopted.
I offered it again in 1949 and it almost
carried. Praectically all the Republicans
voted for it and a good many Democrats
voted for it. It is the same amendment.
If I believed it was sound principle when
we were in the minority, it is still sound
principle when we are in the majority.

In discussion of the amendment on
October 4, 1945, I said in part:

The people of this country are crying out
against overgrowth, overlapping, duplication,
and waste In Government. They are crying
out against centralization of power. Yet in
this very bill, in which we provide for re-
organization with the idea of achieving
economy and more efficiency and eliminat-
ing duplication, we are making a vast grant
of power to the President, without reserving
for ourselves the right to pass on whether or
not he uses that power wisely.

I am not afraid of granting him that power
if we have a chance to review it. I want
him to have the power. I know he is in a
better position to provide a good reorganiza-
tion plan than any of us here is, but I cannot
believe that it is a wise or sound legislative
policy, for us to make a delegation of power
to the President to prepare a reorganization
plan and then allow the plan to go into
effect—even though one House disapproves
it.

To do that is to abdicate our responsibility
for making sure that the power which we
have properly delegated, is wisely used, in
accordance with the objectives we have laid
down in section 2 of the bill. I am not sug-
gesting any lack of confidence in the present
President of the United States—

Who at that time was President Tru-
man only a few months after he became
President—
because I personally have great confidence
in his integrity and the soundness of his
Judgment; but no President or his advisers
can be all-wilse. That is why we have di-
vision of responsibilities under our Consti-
tution, We in Congress have certain re-
sponsibilities we cannot escape. One of them
is for the form, character, and functions of
executive agencies.

I believed that then, I believe it now.
Having crusaded up and down this coun-
try for many years for principles—for
government by law, not by men—I can-
not do other than continue to take that
Position. It is not against anybody in

the exective branch now as it was nof
then. When we had the 1949 bill up I
said on that very point:

If I felt sure the President would always
send what I personally would regard as the
best reorganization plan ever devised, I still
would be opposed to a system whereby the
House could not hold that plan up if a ma-
Jority should think it unwise.

That is the system by which we legis-
late. It is the method established under
the Constitution. Action in the Houses
of Congress is decided by a simple ma-
jority, except in one case, that of an
amendment to the Constitution. Such
an amendment has to have a two-thirds
majority of all of the actual Members of
the House. Except that single case, a
simple majority determines the will of
this House. Therefore, reluctantly, and
recognizing that doubtless some will
misunderstand or misrepresent, I still
have to take the position that I think is
my duty and responsibility to take—just
as I totally respect the President as he
carries out his duty and responsibilities
as he sees them.

There is only one thing in this whole
episode that has given me a little disap-
pointment. Some Republicans who ap-
plauded our sticking to constitutional
principles when the President of the
United States was Franklin Roosevelt or
Harry Truman, now ask us to abandon
those same prineciples just because the
President now is Dwight Eisenhower. I
believed them before; I believe them
now. Itwas not against President Roose-
velt or President Truman then; it is not
against President Eisenhower now. Itis
for the Constitution of the United States,
as many of us see it, and I respect totally
those of you who do not agree with my
position. If the amendment is voted
down, I shall vote for the passage of the
bill, as I did in 1945 and 1949.

That brings me to the other point. In
addition to the principle involved, there
is a practical matter involved. Some
have said that if we adopt this amend-
ment it will prevent reorganization. Ido
not think as a practical matter it would
prevent any effective reorganization.
The fact is, it was easier to get a con-
stitutional majority against any plan
sent down by President Truman, because
the House did not have confidence in
those around him, than it will be to get
a simple majority against a plan sent
down by General Eisenhower, because
there is confidence in him. This amend-
ment would not block effective reorgani-
zation. Anything that comes down here
that is sound and ought to be passed will
be passed. You cannot possibly get a
majority of this House to cppose any
plan that gives real economy and real ef-
ficiency; whether it is a constitutional or
a simple majority, I think, is relatively
insignificant when we have an adminis-
tration in which a majority of the Con-
gress, both parties, has confidence.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECEK. The gentleman says,
and I think with some force, whether
the amendment is adopted or not it
might not have any substantial prac-
tical effect on reorganization. If that
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is true, then why not go along with us
who think, when this authority was
granted to the preceding President, it
might well be granted to this President?
If any reorganization plan is presented
that is thoroughly bad and the Congress
feels it is bad, I think we will be able to
muster a constitutional majority. The
point I am making is, as I said earlier,
much ado has been made of this whole
proposition. I think, in the light of his-
tory and the experience we have had,
it just has not been worthy of that sort
of emphasis. However, there are a great
many people who have worked diligently
for reorganization, have spent a lot of
time on it, have been trying to build up
sentiment, have figured out the plans,
who are very much concerned; they are
afraid if we go to the simple majority
there might be a very definite road block
in the way of effective reorganization.
In view of that, does not the gentleman
agree with me that we had better go
along with the bill as originally intro-
duced?

Mr. JUDD. No; I am sorry I cannot
agree with the gentleman. I do not
think it will make much, if any, differ-
ence in actual reorganization achieved.
But the principle involved is of the great-
est importance. So I think that from
the standpoint of both principle and
practicality the thing to do is adopt this
amendment and preserve the basic sys-
tem under which our Government has
operated until recent years, when too
often grants were given to Presidents
just because somebody asked for them
and a majority of the Members went
along.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JUDD. 1 yield to my chairman.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I know
the gentleman was campaigning for the
President long, long before the conven-
tion, before many others who came in
later were saying a word in his behalf.
Does not the gentleman think the Presi-
dent should trust the Congress a little
bit to go along with him, instead of ask-
ing us to do something which we think
is unconstitutional?

Mr. JUDD. I do not blame General
Eisenhower for this request for power.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I was
not blaming him.

Mr. JUDD. I think it was inevitable
and natural, and I would have been sur-
prised if he and those around him had
not asked to have extended to him the
same powers previous Presidents were
given. That is perfectly normal, and I
have no criticism of it whatsoever. He
probably has not gone into our side of it
as you and I need to. His obligation is
to the executive branch and our obliga-
tion is here.

Mr. HALLECE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a further ob-
servation?

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECEK. I am sure the gen-
tleman from Michigan would agree with
me that the President has been most
magnanimous in his attitude toward this
whole matter.

Mr. JUDD. That is certainly true.
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Mr. HALLECK. As I said earlier,
there has been no effort at dictation,
there has been no effort at domination.
On the contrary, every evidence points
to the fact that he wants to cooperate
with the Congress and is going to co-
operate with the Congress. That is the
reason I feel strongly about the adop-
tion of this measure.

Mr. JUDD. As I said at the outset,
it is mighty hard in my first statement
in this new Congress to oppose what
looks like an extremely important mat-
ter from the standpoint of the executive
branch. I do not like to do it. On the
other hand, I know the President will
respect me for sticking by my convic-
tions as I respect him for sticking by
his.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

(On request of Mr. ByrNes of Wiscon-
sin, and by unanimous consent, Mr.
Jupp was allowed to proceed for three
additional minutes.)

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. It seems
to me no resolution to reorganize that
is sent up that cannot muster the ap-
proval of a simple majority has any
right to become law.

Mr. JUDD. That is exactly right.
But actually the bill makes it even
harder to defeat a plan. It goes into
effect unless we muster a majority to
disapprove it. Believe me, something
has to be awfully bad before a majority
of this House will rise up and publicly
disapprove a plan sent down by the
President of the United States. I am
not in the least alarmed about the re-
sults from the standpoint of reorganiza-
tion. I want that as badly as the gen-
tleman does.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Is not
that the only proposal that is consistent
with the theory of legislation by the
Congress rather than legislation by the
Executive?

Mr. JUDD. That is the way I regard
it, entirely.

Mr, JACKSON. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. JACKSON. I believe one of the
reasons the gentleman is known. for his
forthrightness and for principle in this
House is because of stands such as the
one he has taken today. I find myself
in very much the same position as the
gentleman. I congratulate him upon
his stand upon principle, and I asso-
ciate myself with it.

Mr. JUDD. I thank the gentleman.
Nobody who knows me, I think, will
imagine I would get up here and say
what I have said today without a con-
siderable wrestling within my soul. But
I took an oath to support and defend
the Constitution. I have to interpret it
as I see it to the best of my ability. I
respect fully those who do not see it
that way. It may be that this kind of
start is the best way to have the best
relations between the Executive branch
and the Legislative branch through this
new administration, which for my coun-
try's sake I hope and pray is going to do
all the things you and I want it to do.

Mr. Chairman, we are always talking
about principles. Now is the time to
stick to principles.,
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

The question is on the committee
amendment.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman. I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HorFFMan of
Michigan: Page 2, add a new section 3 as
follows:

“Sgc. 3. Subsection (a) of section 5 of
said act is amended by striking the period
at the end thereof and substituting for said
period the following: ‘: or’; and by adding
a new paragraph (7) thereto as follows:

“*(7) minimizing or transferring from or
consolidating with any other agency the
roles, missions or functions of, or abolishing
the United States Marine Corps.'”

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, at a previous session of the
Congress, 50 Members I think from both
sides of the aisle offered identical bills
which had for their purpose increasing
the size and insuring the roles and miss-
sions of the Marine Corps. As I recall
it, such legislation was enacted. When
we were rewriting the reorganization bill
in January of 1947, hoth General Eisen-
hower and Admiral Nimitz were wit-
nesses. Testimony was taken, and a
quote from Admiral Nimitz, who was one
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, referring fo
the issues which were carried on in JCS
1478/10 and JCS 1478/11, was read into
the record of the hearings on H. R. 2319
at page 640. This statement was as to
what the Army was proposing to do to
the Marines. I quote:

The basic and major issues considered In
JCS 1478/10 and JCS 1478/11 comprise a
proposal on the part of the Army (a) to
eliminate the Marine Corps as an effective
combat element, reducing it to the status
of a naval police.unit with possibly certain
ancillary service functions in respect to
amphibious operations, and (b) to abolish
an essential component of naval aviation
which operates from coastal and island
shore bases. To those ends these papers pro-
pose to discard agreements on these matters
which have been arrived at between the
Army and the Navy from time to time over
a period of more than 20 years, and which
have resulted in a responsibility for func-
tions proven highly effective in World War IIL,

That was Admiral Nimitz's statement
as to what the Army Chief then repre-
sented by our President proposed to do
to the Marines. Now, I am not out of
order in proposing that following our
previous efforts, we protect the Marine
Corps from any reorganization plan
which anyone may have in mind, either
now or at some subsequent date.

I want to repeat what I said before
once on the floor of this House—our
distinguished majority leader advocated
that 21 agencies be exempted. Some
agencies were at one time exempted. So
now I claim the same right to suggest we
here and now try to ensure that the
Marine Corps will be protected in any
reorganization plan that may come
down. There was a determined effort
at one time to minimize the functions
of the Marine Corps, and this amend-
ment would give it protection against
such move.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMmaN].

The amendment was rejected.
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HorFMaN of
Michigan: On page 2, after line 9, insert:

“Sec. 3. Section 6 of sald act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“*(d) If at any time within the sald 60-day
period, a resolution of either House stating
in substance that that House does not favor
the reorganization plan shall be defeated,
after a resolution of the other House stating
in substance that that House does not favor
the reorganization plan shall also have been
defeated, the provisions of the reorganization
plan shall take effect immediately’.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HoFFman] is rec-
ognized.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, preliminary to making a
statement about this amendment, be-
cause, and only because, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] stated a
while ago that he thought the President
had been very magnanimous in dealing
with the Congress, let me say this: I do
not consider it any great generosity for
anyone to recognize my constitutional
right to do what I think should be done
with reference to legislation. The de-
sire for “rubber-stamp Congressmen’ for
“yes men” went out several years ago.
The Members of Congress are entitled
to vote as judement may dictate. The
President himself should and I think
would be the last man in the world to
try to dictate to us what we should do,
even though all of his life he has been
a military man and most of that time
subject to and the giver of orders. I
do not have any idea that he intends to
attempt to tell Congresswomen and Con-
gressmen what to do.

Now, let us just see whether an
amendment will be defeated even when
the purpose is to make this legislation
more effective. I do not like this bill—
I will not vote for it for the reasons I
have given but as it will become the
law of the land I want to make it as
effective as possiblee. What will this
amendment do? Over the years in dis-
cussion on reorganization Ilegislation
Members have complained that there
might be a situation late in a session
where a proposed plan came down, came
down too late to be made effective, or
where effectiveness might be unduly de-
layed, and it was discussed—and I am
sure the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Brown] will agree with me—it was dis=
cussed in committee and with admin-
istration leaders as to how that situa-
tion could be remedied. So this amend-
ment provides that in certain contingen-
cies, if certain events happen; that is, a
rejection of a resolution disapproving a
plan by either House; that is, a rejection
of a disapproving resolution by both
House and Senate, then on adoption of
a resolution, the act would become ef=
fective immediately. How does that
strike my friends on the minority side
for cooperating with the President?

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan. T yield.

Mr. HALLECK. As I understand it,
the gentleman’s amendment would sim-
ply accelerate the effective date of a re-
organization plan, upon determination
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that neither House was willing to over-
ride.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is
right.

Mr, HALLECK. Has the gentleman
given thought to the legality of that op-
eration as against a resolution that
might be affirmatively adopted for a
plan?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes. I
have considered both and I thought this
was the quicker way. This would do the
job now. I have made some study of
this and have consulted legal experts,
and I was assured it was constitutional.

Mr. HALLECK. I cannot quite fix the
occasion in my mind, but it seems to me
there was an occasion where the question
was raised as to the legality of this ap-
proach. That is the only reason I in-
quired of the gentleman, because, as I
say, somewhere in my recollection—I am
not able to say just where—there was
some such question raised.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Not ex-
actly on this particular amendment but
on this very point, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Brown] raised a similar ques-
tion whether both Houses could, by
affirmative resolution, put a plan into
immediate effect. This is just a little bit
quicker, as it is a part of the Reorgani-
zation Act itself—and if adopted will
make unnecessary additional legislation
to bring the same result.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr, Chairman, may
we please have the Clerk again report
the amendment?

There being no objection, the Clerk
again reported the pending amendment.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word. From
the standpoint of clarification of the
amendment, I would direct this ques-
tion to the chairman of the committee.
I would like to ask the chairman of the
committee if the only thing this amend-
ment does is speed up the effective date,
in case there has bheen action on the
part of one House disapproving the reso-
lution, or if it makes contingent upon
that action the fact that both Houses
must have taken that action? In other
words, the gentleman by his amend-
ment is requiring both Houses to take
action to reject a plan, is he not?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Only
the legislative procedure prescribed in
the Reorganization Act which is that if
“within 60 days either House adopts a dis-
approving resolution—the gentleman
‘knows the way we do that: The resolu-
tion comes from the committee stating
that the House disapproves; if that reso-
lution is voted down here and over there
then, of course, the plan becomes effec-
tive and that takes care of the objec-
tion which the gentleman and others
raise about plans coming down late in
the 60-day period.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. But, of course, the
gentleman takes away from the other
body the right to take opposite action
from the action taken by the first body.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh, no;
no.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. My understanding
of the gentleman’s amendment is that
if one House takes action disapproving
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a resolution of disapproval, then the
other House takes action approving the
disapproval resolution, then it must
necessarily take a concurrent resolu-

tion in order to make the plan effective.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh, no,
no; it just accelerates it. I call on the
gentleman now to give us that support
in behalf of the President on reorgani-
zation which he pledged a little while
ago.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. 1I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. It merely provides that if
a resolution which is brought in here to
disapprove a plan is defeated and a
resolution is brought up in the other
body and that resolution is defeated,
then the plan goes into effect immedi-
ately instead of waiting 60 days; that
is all.

Mr. LANTAFF. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. LANTAFF. Just one observation:
If the disapproving resolution is adopt-
ed by a majority of the House then
action by a majority can disapprove a
reorganization plan, and this amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Michigan is merely a device to have a
majority approve a disapproving reso-
lution which would in effect put the
House right back in the position of
adopting the original Hoffman amend-
ment.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. JUDD. The observation of the
gentleman from Florida is not accurate;
it is not a device to do by another meth-
od the same thing as the former
amendment. If a resolution disapprov-
ing a plan passed in one House by a sim-
ple majority, it would not kill the plan,
but the plan would not go into effect
until the full 60 days; that is all. If,
however, the plan were disapproved by
a constitutional majority that, of course,
would kill the plan, just as under the
present provisions of the act.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, in
view of the confusion attendant upon
the interpretation of this amendment
which has not been presented to the
committee, has not been given consid-
eration by the committee, I ask that this
amendment be voted down.

If action of that type on a reorgani-
zation plan is desired it can always be
taken by concurrent resolution after
action on the part of each House on the
same subject matter. Therefore I ask
that the amendment be rejected.

Mr. LANTAFF. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we have before us but
one question: The President of the
United States has asked us to extend
the present law under which he can send
up reorganization plans to accomplish
the balance of the Hoover Commission
recommendations and to achieve the
efficiency and economy he pledged dur-
ing the campaign. The House has clearly
indicated its desire to give the President
that power. But now the distinguished
chairman of our committee is offering
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us another amendment, a double nega-
tive, if you please, under which he seeks
to introduce a new procedure. A resolu-
tion disapproving a plan could be adopted
by a simple majority thus thwarting
President Eisenhower’s wishes on the
first thing he has asked us to accomplish.
We must beware, as the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Brown] put it so well the
other day, of Greeks bearing gifts. The
proponents of this amendment are the
same Members who would deny the
powers sought by the President. Let us
vote down this amendment and support
Mr. Eisenhower in the first thing he
has asked for—merely an extension of
the power of reorganization.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LANTAFF. I yield to the gentle=
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I call the atten-
tion of the membership on both sides to
the language of this amendment:

If at any time within the said 60-day
period a resolution stating in substance.

Now, that is rather strange language.

Mr. JUDD. That is the very language
in the bill.

Mr. McCORMACEK. If the amend-
ment clearly undertakes to accomplish
what the gentleman from Michigan says
it will accomplish, that is one thing; but
it seems to me that this amendment is
capable of two constructions. It has
never been presented to or considered by
a committee of the Congress. I am ac-
cepting the gentleman's word that it
means what he said it means and I am
accepting the word of the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. Jupnl. But this
particular amendment has never been
considered by any committee. It seems
to me it would be unwise to adopt the
amendment at the present time without
further study of its implications. While
I shall vote against the amendment my
vote will not be any indication as to my
state of mind on the amendment if I
had an opportunity to study it and
understand what its significance is and
what it means.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LANTAFF, I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECEK. I think in fairness to
the gentleman from Michigan, it should
be pointed out that the Reorganization
Act itself uses these words:

A resolution stating in substance that that
House does not favor the recrganization plan,

So the language incorporated in the
amendment is in line with the language
in the act.

Mr. McCORMACEK. That is correct,

Mr. HALLECK. May I just make this
one other statement. The gentleman
from Michigan did not indicate to me
he was going to offer this amendment.
Probably there is no reason why he
should. But as far as having the op-
portunity to look into it and to see what
its effect might be, I have not had that
opportunity. From what I can under-
stand of the amendment, and I want this
in the Recorp in the event it is adopted,
the only effect of the amendment that
could possibly be found in the language
would be to accelerate the effective date
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of the reorganization plan. This accel-
eration would come about by action of
both the House and the Senate in refus-
ing to adopt a disapproving resolution
on a reorganization plan.

I have no great feeling about the
amendment. It may be that it is per-
fectly all right and would work to the
best interest of reorganization, but, as I
say, I do not know. Maybe I ought to
have a definite opinion about it, but I
do not. As it appears on its face I do
not see where it could be destructive of
what we are trying to do.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LANTAFF. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. In an-
swer to the gentleman from Indiana, I
want to beg his pardon for not submit-
ting it. We have been present here, we
have been busy in committee, and it was
only late yesterday that I whipped the
amendment into shape after discussion
of the matter. :

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
my position is pretty much the same as
that stated by the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. Harieck]. If appropriate
language was considered by a committee
that would accelerate the going into ef-
fect of a reorganization plan after the
terms of the reorganization law had been
complied with by both branches, a dis-
approving resolution, that would be one
thing and, as far as I am concerned, I
think I would approve it. But, on the
other hand, I am not so sure this amend-
ment accomplishes that purpose.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACEK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. It seems to
me that the amendment accomplishes
this: Under the present law, a matter
comes up in the House when a disap-
proving resolution is filed in that House,
and if no disapproving resolution is filed
in the House then the plan will become
a law, but under this amendment it com-
pels two shots at turning it down. If it
is brought up in one House, then by vir-
tue of having been brought up in that
House it is thereby brought up in the
other, though that House has not filed a
disapproving resolution. So we see once
more those who are against the bill are
trying to kill the President’s plan as sent
down.

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan, -

Mr. MEADER. I would like to point
out that this matter was discussed in
the committee, if the gentleman will re-
call. The discussion appears on page 22
of the printed hearings. The question
before the committee there was, How
could this be done? Itseems to me there
was agreement that there ought to be a
way of accelerating the effective date of
the reorganization plan, and it seems
to me that the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan clearly accom-
plishes the purpose and nothing else.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. McCORMACK. I am always glad
to yield to my friend. By the way, in all
fairness, I want to make this observa-
tion. Anyone who should place any con-
struction on the position of the gentle-
man from Minnesota as being opposed
to the effect of this bill would be doing
not only the gentleman from Minnesota
an injustice but doing himself an injus-
tice, because the gentleman from Minne-
sota is taking a position in accordance
with his judgment and his conscience,
While a Democrat, I respect the gentle-
man from Minnesota, and I know that
the remarks that he made today and
the position he takes are actuated by the
exercise of his judgment and his con-
science.

Mr. JUDD. 1 appreciate deeply the
confidence of the gentleman, and he
knows it is reciprocated. I agree that,
with so much confusion regarding this
amendment, perhaps it ought not to be
passed today. I do not want it to go
through if anybody thinks it is a trick to
defeat reorganization. All it could do
would be to speed it up a few days, and
I do not think the Republic is going to
stand or fall on whether a plan goes into
effect a few days earlier or at the end of
the 60 days’ period.

I think I can testify as to the good
faith of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Horrman], I would rather have the
amendment fail than to have anybody
thinking or saying that it is an attempt
to play an underhanded trick to defeat
reorganization. That is not its objective.

Mr. McCORMACK. That is not my
state of mind and I have no such opinion
as that. I do not think that is anyone
else’s position. However, I think the ob-
servation that this amendment comes
from a source that is opposed to any
reorganization is a proper argument to
make and proper for us to consider, not
on the question of a trick but on the
question of consideration of the amend-
ment itself.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. 1 yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I think
this way. I will have to take this bill
and as that is the situation I would like
to make it as effective as possible. I
would like to see the President in a posi-
tion to do a good job and do it quickly.

Mr. McCORMACK. I have no doubf
as to the gentleman’s intention and I am
not arguing with the gentleman as to his
purpose, but I do say that I have grave
uncertainty as to whether or not this
amendment will accomplish this purpose.
It has never been considered by the com-
mittee. I have never considered it and I
certainly have been on the Committee on
Government Operations for some few
years now in the consideration of the
present bill and the one in 1949 and I am
acquainted with the history of past
handling, and I think that it would be
unwise to adopt this amendment because
of the uncertainty and the confusion that
exists in relation to its meaning and its
effect; not its intent, but its effect.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN].

The amendment was rejected.
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Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, H. R.
1979 has my full support. I think it
should be passed unanimously. There
should be no difference between.Repub-
licans and Democrats on a question of
the reorganization of the executive
branch of the Government to improve
the administration of the Government,
save taxpayers’ dollars in its costs, and
eliminate tape, overlapping, and
duplication.

In order to reorganize the executive
branch of the Government, President
Eisenhower should have the same powers
we gave President Truman under simi-
lar circumstances. I therefore feel that
the limitations placed on the power of
the Chief Executive by the amendment
which Republican members of the
House Committee on Government Oper-
ations grafted on to this bill should be
removed. The amendment should be de-
feated. I trust that by action of this
body this afternoon it will be defeated.

I am anxious to see our new President
go forward with his announced inten-
tion of reorganizing the executive branch
of the Government to cut costs and in-
crease efficiency. I shall cooperate with
him in this endeavor in every way I can.
The plans submitted by the President
should become law unless rejected by a
constitutional majority of one House of
the Congress. During the Eighty-first
and Eighty-second Congresses some 30
reorganization plans became law. Bil-
lions of dollars have been saved in the
fields of military and civilian buying by
our Government as a result of these re-
organization plans which became the law
governing operations of various Govern-
ment departments and agencies.

Let us not only give President Eisen-
hower the same reorganization powers
President Truman had, but let us help
President Eisenhower achieve the same
record of accomplishment in this field
President Truman did. If we do that,
and if the President follows through by
submitting to us wise and needed plans,
the job of reorganization will virtually
be complete.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. JENkINS, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 1979) to amend the Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1949 so that such act will ap-
ply to reorganization plans transmitted
to the Congress at any time before April
1, 1955, pursuant to House Resolution
129, he reported the bill back to the
House,

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and the third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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as follows:

Abernethy
Adalr
Addonizio
Albert
Alexander
Allen, Calif,
Allen, I11.
Andersen,
H, Carl
Andresen,
August H.
Andrews
Angell
Arends
Aspinall
Auchincloss
Ayres
Bailey
Baker
Bates
Battle
Beamer
Becker
Belcher
Bender
Bennett, Fla.
Bennett, Mich.
Bentley
Bentsen
Berry
Betts
Bishop
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bolton,
Frances P,
Bolton,
Oliver P.
Bonin
Bosch

Bow
Bramblett
Bray
Brooks, La.
Brooks, Tex.
Brown, Ga.
Brown, Ohio
Brownson
Broyhill
Bryson
Buchanan
Budge
Burdick
Burleson
Busbey
Bush

Byrd

Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Camp
Campbell
Canfield
Cannon
Carlyle
Carnahan
Carrigg
Case
Cederberg
Celler
Chatham
Chenoweth
Chudoff
Church
Clardy
Clevenger
Cole, Mo.
Cole, N. Y.
Colmer
Condon
Coon
Cooper
Corbett
Cotton
Coudert
Cretella
Crosser
Crumpacker
Cunningham
Curtis, Mass,
Curtis, Nebr.
Dague
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Tenn.
Davis, Wis.
Dawson, I11.
Dawson, Utah
Deane
Delaney

[Roll No. 3]
YEAS—389

Dempsey
Derounian
Devereux
D’Ewart

Dies
Dingell
Dodd
Dollinger
Dolliver
Donovan
Dorn, N. Y.
Dorn, 5. C.
Dowdy
Doyle
Eberharter
Edmondson
Elliott
Engle
Evins
Fallon
Feighan
Fenton
Fine

Fino

Fountain
Frellnghuysen
Friedel
Fulton
Frazier
Gamble
Garmatz
Gary
Gathings
Gavin
Gentry
George
Golden

‘Goodwin

Gordon
Graham
Granahan
Grant
Gregory
Gross
Gubser

Gwinn
Hagen, Calif.
Hagen, Minn.
Hale

Haley
Halleck
Hand
Harden
Hardy

Harris
Harrison, Nebr.
Harrison, Va.
Hart

Harvey

Hays, Ark.
Hays, Ohio
Heller
Herlong
Heselton

Hillelson
Hillings
Hinshaw
Hoeven
Hoffman, Ill.
Holifield
Holmes
Holt
Holtzman
Hope
Horan
Hosmer

Jackson
James
Jarman
Javits
Jenkins
Jensen
Johnson
Jonas, Ill.
Jonas, N. C,
Jones, Mo.
Jones, N. C.
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The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 389, nays 5, not voting 38,

Judd
Karsten, Mo.
Kean
Kearney
Kearns
Keating
Keliey, Pa.
Kelly, N. Y.
Keogh
Kersten, Wis,
Kilburn
Kilday

King, Calif.
King, Pa.
Kirwan
Klein
Kluczynski

Latham
LeCompte
Lesinskl
Long

Lovre
Lucas

Lyle
McCarthy
McConnell
McCormack
MecCulloch
McDonough
McIntire
McMillan
McVey
Machrowicz
Mack, Ill.
Mack, Wash.,
Madden
Magnuson
Mahon
Mailliard
Marshall
Martin, Iowa
Matthews
Meader
Merrill
Merrow
Metecalf
Miller, Calif,
Miller, Md.
Miller, Nebr,
Miller, N. Y.
Mollohan
Morano
Morgan
Morrison
Moss
Multer
Mumma
Neal

Nelson
Nicholson
Norblad
Oakman
O'Brien, Ill.

Patterson
Pelly
Perkins
Plost
Philbin
Phillips
Pillion
Poage
Poft
Polk
Poulson
Powell
Preston
Price
Prlest
Prouty
Radwan
Rains
Ray
Rayburn
Reams
Reed, Ill.

Reed, N. Y. Shuford Van Zandt
Rees, Eans, Sieminski Velde
Regan Sikes Vinson
Rhodes, Ariz. Simpson, T11. Wainwright
Rhodes, Pa. Simpson, Pa. Walter
Richards Small Wampler
Riehlman Smith, Eans, Warburton
Rivers Smith, Miss, Watts
Roberts Smith, Va. Weichel
Robeson, Va.  Smith, Wis, Westland
Robslon, Ky. Spence ‘Wharton
Rodino Springer Wheeler
Rogers, Colo, Staggers ‘Whitten
Rogers, Fla. Stanley Wickersham
Rogers, Mass, Steed ‘Widnall
Rogers, Tex. Stringfellow ‘Wier
Rooney Sullivan ‘Wigglesworth
Roosevelt Sutton Williams, N, ¥,
Sadlak Taber Willis
St. George Talle ‘Wilson, Calif,
Baylor Taylor ‘Wilson, Ind.
Schenck Teague Wilson, Tex.
Scherer Thomas Winstead
Scott Thompson, La. Withers
Scrivner ‘Thompson, Withrow
Scudder Mich. Wolverton
Secrest Thompson, Tex. Yorty
Seely-Brown Thornberry Young
Selden Tollefson Younger
Shafer Trimble Zablockl
Sheppard Utt
Short Van Pelt
NAYS—5

Curtis, Mo. Hoffman, Mich. Williams, Miss.
Hébert Mason

NOT VOTING—38
Abbitt Fernandez O'Brien, N. Y.
Barden Fogarty O'Konski
Barrett Green Rabaut
Bonner Harrison, Wyo. Reece, Tenn.
Boykin Jones, Ala, Riley
Buckley Kee Sheehan
Cheilf McGregor Shelley
Chiperfield Miller, Kans, Stauffer
Cooley Mills | Vorys
Dondero Moulder Vursell
Donohue Murray Wolcott
Durham Norreil Yates
Ellsworth O'Brien, Mich.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Chiperfield with Mr. Cooley.

Mr. McGregor with Mr. Riley.

Mr. Vorys with Mr. Yates.

Mr, Sheehan with Mr. O'Brien of New York.

Mr. Dondero with Mr. Rabaut.

Mr. Wolcott with Mr. Buckley.

Mr. Vursell with Mr. Green.

Mr. Ellsworth with Mrs. Kee.

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming with Mr. Shelley.

Mr, O'Konski with Mr. Moulder.

Mr. Reece of Tennessee with Mr. Donohue.

Mr. Stauffer with Mr. Fogarty.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
ta.l?l motion to reconsider was laid on the
e.

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Resolution 22, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution,
follows:

Resolved, That, effective January 3, 1953,
there is hereby created a select committee
to be composed of 11 Members of the House
of Representatives to be appointed by the
Speaker, one of whom he shall designate as
chairman. Any vacancy occurring in the
membership of the committee shall be filled
in the manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made,

The committee is authorized and directed
to conduct a study and investigation of the
problems of small business, existing, arising,
or that may arise, with particular reference
to (1) whether the potentialities of small
business are being adequately developed and,
if not, what factors have hindered and are
hindering the normal operation of estab-
lished small business and/or its development
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and enterprise; (2) whether agencies, depart=
ments of the Government, or Government=
owned or controlled corporations are prop-
erly, adequately, or equitably serving the
needs of small business; (3) whether small
business is being treated fairly and the
public welfare properly and justly served
through the allotments of valuable materials
in which there are shortages, in the granting
of priorities or preferences in the use, sale,
or purchase of said materials; and (4) the
solution of the problems of small business
during the continuance of the existing na-
tional emergency.

The committee may from time to time
submit to the House such preliminary re-
ports as it deems advisable; and prior to
the close of the present Congress shall sub-
mit to the House its final report on the
results of its study and investigation, to-
gether with such recommendations as it
deems advisable. Any report submitted
when the House is not in session may be
filed with the Clerk of the House.

For the purposes of this resolution the
committee, or any subcommittee thereof, is
authorized to sit and act during the present
Congress at such times and places, whether
or not the House is sitting, has recessed, or
has adjourned, to hold such hearings, to
require the attendance of such witnesses and
the production of such books, papers, and
documents, and to take such testimony,
as it deems necessary. Subpenas may be
issued under the signature of the chairman
of the committee or any properly designated
chairman of a subcommittee thereof, or any
member designated by him, and may be
served by any person designated by such
chairman or member. The chairman of the
committee or any member thereof may ad-
minister oaths to witnesses.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, T yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Vir=
ginia [Mr, SMmITH].

Mr. Speaker, I do not think that this
resolution requires any extended debate
or discussion. It is merely an extension
of the Small Business Select Committee
of the House. The provisions are exactly
the same as those that were written into
the law last year. I have no requests for
time.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
as the gentleman from New York has so
aptly said, this resolution merely extends
the Small Business Committee that has
been in operation in the last several Con=
gresses.

I have no requests for time over here,
I think the House is unanimously in fa-
vor of this committee. If the gentleman
from New York desires to move the pre=-
vious question, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD].

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, it gives
me a great deal of pleasure to add my
voice in support of House Resolution 22
reestablishing the Select Committee on
Small Business of the House of Repre-
sentatives, This committee, in my opin=-
ion, has performed outstanding service
for the small businessmen of the United
States. The work of the Small Busi-
ness Committee on the materials prob-
lem alone would warrant its reestablish-
ment by this House. In fact, the com-
mittee has not only rendered yeoman
service in the solution of the problems of
small business in the field of materials
but has performed equal service in prac-
tically every phase of business activity.
Whether the problem be one of securing
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a fair share of Government contracts, or
whether it be financing, or whether it
be an effort to secure equality of oppor-
tunity and basic justice in the problems
of small business, the Small Business
Committee has never faltered in its ob-
jective to render maximum service.

I would like to call the attention of this
House to the work of the Small Business
Committee in the field of economic con-
trols set up under the Defense Produc-
tion Act. The field hearings of the com-
mittee provided a forum for small-busi-
ness men when no other competent
forum was available. The Small Busi-
ness Committee, I believe, held some
thirty-odd hearings in every geographi-
cal section of our country. The hearings
were informal and provided an atmos-
phere of friendliness and cooperation
which the small-business man welcomed
enthusiastically. Here he was able to tell
of his problems in connection with price
controls, wage controls, salary controls,
materials controls, credit controls, or any
other problem which impeded his prog-
ress in the business world. These hear-
ings were not empty gestures. The com-
mittee came back to Washington and
started to work on the problems present-
ed at the hearings. I know first-hand
that the record was carefully analyzed
and that the problems were taken up
with the appropriate agencies and that
recommendations were made to the Con-
gress, many of which were enacted into
law. I know of this first-hand hecause
of my many, many contacts with the
committee, and I have been greatly
pleased with the thorough and business-
like manner in which the committee
tackled the problems of small business.

Now, may I inject a more personal
equation into this statement. I have, as
I know a majority of the Members of
this House have also done, called upon
the Small Business Committee for help
on the individual problems of many of
my small-business constituents. It has
been a source of gratification to me to
find that these individual problems re-
ceived immediate and intelligent atten-
tion. In every instance when I have
called upon the committee for assistance,
it has been rendered cheerfully and with
a degree of promptness that was most
commendable. Moreover, in practically
every instance a solution for the individ-
ual problem was found.

As I stated in the beginning of these
remarks, Mr. Speaker, I am more than
happy to add my voice in support of
House Resolution 22. I wish the Select
Committee on Small Business of the
House of Representatives in the Eighty-
third Congress every success. Many
problems of small business are continu-
ing ones and need the ever-watchful eye
of this committee to secure the proper
treatment for the small-business man
everywhere. I have every confidence
that the committee will accept its re-
sponsibilities and perform its duties in a
manner which will reflect credit upon
the entire membership of this House.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he desires to the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. HLr].

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, the Select
Committee on Small Business is pri-
marily a service committee which coop=-
erates with Members of Congress in solv=
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ing individual problems of small business
firms arising in the various districts.
This program not only assists the mem-
bers but enables the committee to secure
a cross-section picture of the problems
which affect all small business.

The Select Committee on Small Busi-
ness, in its final report in the Eighty-
second Congress, has stated the concept
of small business and many of the prob-
lems confronting persons engaging in
small business today. From that report
I have extracted the following remarks—
I am sure the membership of the House
will find them interesting:

The great majority of American business
firms are small. Excluding agriculture, the
Bureau of Census estimated that there were
at the close of 1951 a total of 3,891,200 busi-
ness firms in operation in the United States,
Of these, approximately 1,686,000 were in
retail trade; 855,000 were in service indus-
tries; 366,000 were in construction; 349,000
were in finance, insurance, and real estate;
303,000 were in manufacturing; 204,000 were
in wholesale trade; and the remainder were
in mining, transportation, communications,
and miscellaneous industries.

On the basis of 1939 figures, only 3.5 per-
cent of the retail stores had annual sales in
excess of $100,000. More than half had sales
below $10,000. Over 1,600,000 units, 91 per-
cent of the total, employed fewer than 100
persons. Only about 100,000 of these firms
were incorporated.

In manufacturing, the distribution in 1947
of 240,881 firms according to number of
employees was as follows:

TasLE 1.—Size of firms according to number
of employees (1947)

Actual number | Percent of total
Number of 7 Num- | 57
employees Number l\ol;!:n?fr ber of %Jfg;
Of estab- | oo | estab- | Top
lishments| P73 lish-
(000) ments | Plovees
70,384 161.0 29,2 1.1
46, 622 310.9 19.4 2.2
40,045 561.9 16.9 3.9
40,016 | 1,243.8 6.6 8.7
18,672 | 1,300.8 7.8 91
14,323 | 2,228.7 5.9 15. 6
5,555 | 1,920.9 2.3 13.5
2, TN 1, 869. 4 11 13.1
1,431 2,146.1 0 15.0
& 2,541.8 2 17.8
240,881 | 14,204.3 | 100.0 100.0

Nore.—The number of employees shown is an average
for the year.

Sources; Bureau of the Census; eomputations by the
Conference Board.

It thus appears that only about 500 firms,
two-tenths of 1 percent of the total, em-
ploy 2,600 or more persons. Only about
4,200 firms employ 500 or more. These con-
stitute only about 2 percent of the total.

MILITARY PROCUREMENT

There is a strong tendency in a period of
industrial mobilization for Government pro-
curement to favor the large firm over the
small. During World War II, 51 percent
of all prime contracts went to 33 corporations,
each of which received $1,000,000,000 or more.
The need for large physical resources, engi-
neering skill, ability to experiment, and over-
all productive capacity encourages the utili-
zation of the larger firms. Procurement of-
ficials follow the line of least resistance and
concentrate the placing of contracts with a
few large producers and allow the prime con-
tractors to deal with the smaller concerns
on a subcontracting basis. The larger con-
cern is in addition much better equipped
to handle negotiations with the Government
than the small enterprise,
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This tendency to utilize the large concern
has many indirect effects that work to the
hardship of small business. New plants are
built and existing facilities expanded under
especially favorable circumstances, fre-
quently at Government expense. In World
War II the 250 largest corporations operated
79 percent of all new plant facilities built
with Federal funds and operated by private
industry. The prime contractor is given
first claim to scarce materials which he doles
out to his subcontractors. Acquisition of
new capital is facilitated by Government
loans. Virtually every aspect of Government
procurement during periods of defense mo-
bilization imposes undue hardships on small
business,

PRICE AND WAGE CONTROLS

The controls necessary to mobilize indus-
try eflfectively also frequently place small
business at a competitive disadvantage. It
is very difficult to avold leaving scars on our
economy, the deepest of which appear on
small business. Regulations such as those
controlling prices, wages, and the utilization
of scarce materials are themselves violative of
the principles of free enterprise. The fact
must never be forgotten that although they
may be necessary for the safety of the coun=-
try, they do mean a definite even though
temporary departure from free competition.
Unless great care is exercised in framing
regulations, therefore, serious damage may
be done to small business. Many instances
can be cited to illustrate this. Numerous
price regulations, for instance, have con=
tinued unfair trade practices in determining
prices. The danger here is in perpetuating
what can become a serious threat to com-
petition. Again, several price regulations
have endorsed follow-the-leader practices,
In fact, the general ceiling price regulation
ties the price of a seller of new commodities
to those of the most closely competitive
seller. Several regulations have established
cellings on the basis of maintained resale
prices. TUnless price relationships are care-
fully adjusted, price squeezes appear at vari-
ous stages of the productive process.

SCARCE MATERIALS

Likewise in the area of control of ma-=
terials, the small firm is placed in jeopardy.
The basic fact is that a free market in these
materials ceases to exist once an elaborate
scheme of control such as the Controlled
Materials Plan is instituted. Furthermore,
the practice of channeling many materials to
subcontractors through prime contractors
gives the latter the power of life or death over
the small-business man who becomes de-
pendent on his large prime contractor for
the materials necessary to remain in oper=
ation. Unless checked, material controls
generally encourage integrated operation, af=
fillations with large concerns, and favoritism
in the placement of orders. All of these en=
hance the power of the large suppliers.

TAXATION

In normal times the typical small firm
depends upon the savings of the owner for
its inception and upon the earnings of the
company for future development of the
business. The impact of high tax rates on
current business earnings has not only af-
fected the operating position of the small
concern with regard to the defense period,
but may impair its future status. The high
surtax on low levels of corporate earnings
and the excess profits tax have hindered
small concerns in their accumulation of suf-
ficlent funds from profits to finance work«
ing capital and investment requirements.
In many ways the small business bears a
greater tax burden than the large concern,
While some recognition has been made in
the tax laws of the financial difficulties of
small business, additional revisions are
needed to erase tax inequities and to remove
the relatively large tax burden imposed on
small enterprises.
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SEMALL BUSINESS AND THE COMPETITIVE SYSTEM

The essence of the American economic sys-
tem of private enterprise is free competition.
Only through competition can a free market,
free investment opportunity, free entry into
industry—in a word, free enterprise—survive.
This has long been the basic principle of
American governmental policy toward indus-
try and was stated succinctly in a recent
Supreme Court opinion, which sald, “The
heart of our national economic policy long
has been falth In the value of competition.”
Competition is the basic regulator of eco-
nomic activity and the only device that en-
ables us to avoid complete governmental
regimentation.

Small-business enterprise provides the
most fertile soil in which healthy competi-
tion may flourish. Small and independent
business supplies the strength and vigor so
necessary to the growth of our competitive
forces. There is no better assurance of our
ability to maintain competition than a flour-
ishing community of small and independent
business enterprises. Any development
which makes it more difficult for efficient
small firms to survive strikes a blow at
competition,

Just as small business provides a favorable
economic climate for the development of
healthy competition, so competition is the
greatest safeguard for small business. Small
business needs freedom of entry into new
industries and occupations. It demands
ireedom to start and freedom to grow. It
is dependent on personal initiative and the
individual judgment of its owner. It must
be free of controlled prices and restrictive
practices of all kinds.

LEGISLATION AFFECTING SMALL BUSINESS

As the role of Government becomes more
and more intimately connected with the
operation of American business, the impor-
tance of Federal agencies concerned with
small business has proportionately increased.
Today the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion, the Small Defense Plants Administra-
tion, the National Production Authority, the
Economic Stabilization Agency (OPS, WSB,
SSB), the Defense Production Administra-
tion and the Munitions Board, among others,
are affecting the operation of every small
business, and especially so if a particular
business deals with the Government in its
tremendous procurement program. -

Through the years the Congress has taken
a direct and specific interest in small busi-
ness and its problems, dating back to the
earliest tariff laws and to such fundamental
antitrust legislation as the Sherman Act of
1890. Over 80 bills were introduced in the
Eighty-second Congress having a direct bear-
ing on antitrust, monopoly, or small busi-
ness. That this Congress saw fit to con-
sider very few of the proposals presented to
it, and to actually enact even fewer, does not
necessarily indicate a disinterestedness on
the part of Congress nor a lack of impor-
tance of the measures themselves. But it
does indicate that many problems worthy of
solution remain unsolved.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. CHENO-
WETH].

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker,Iam
happy to support the resolution continu-
ing the Select Committee on Small Busi-
ness. I feel that this committee in past
years has done a good job and there is
a definite need for its activities at the
present time.

I am happy and proud to note that
my distinguished colleague from Colo-
rado [Mr. Hrrr] is to be the new chair-
man of this important committee. Mr.
Hirr has served on this committee for
many years and has been a most active
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and prominent member. I am sure that
under his able direction this committee
will be of even more service to the small-
business man of the country.

It should be obvious to everyone that
the small-business man is in need of all
of the assistance we can give him. Dur-
ing a period like this, when huge pur=-
chases are being made for our military
services, it is natural that most of these
purchases are made from large com-
panies, It is much easier for a procure-
ment officer to make a purchase from
one company than it is to buy the same
amount from 10 small companies. How-
ever, in the interest of protecting the
economy of our Nation, I feel that more
attention should be given to the small
concern so that it may participate in
this program. I am hoping that the
committee will give more study to this
problem in the coming months, to the
end that the smaller contractors and in-
dustrial plants may receive a greater
share of the defense purchases.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the resolution.

According to latest official fizures, 100
large, favored corporations have cor-
nered 62 percent of the dollar value of all
military contracts let in the continental
United States.

At the tail end of this situation, small
business is receiving only 19 to 24 percent
of the dollar value of such military con-
tracts.

These official fizures document the vir-
tual freeze-out of small business in re-
cent years, and make clear the need
for a watchdog committee in the interest
not only of small business but of the tax-
payers.

Look at Munitions Board Report 3-A.
Here we see that an astounding average
of about 80 percent of the dollar value
of all military contracts are negotiated
or cost-plus instead of let on a com-
petitive basis. As I have said before in
this House, how can the taxpayers obtain
dollar-for-dollar value, much less any
bargains, without competitive bidding?

If the House Select Committee on
Small Business can channel into com-
petitive bidding even one fair-sized con-
tract, slated to be dished out on a juicy
negotiated or cost-plus basis, it will save
so much, over and above the cost of its
existence under this resolution, that it
will amount to a gilt-edge investment
for the taxpayers.

Let us keep this committee in business,
and, in so doing, provide at least an op-
portunity to derail some of these nego-
tiated, cost-plus gravy trains which
make hamburger out of small business
and the taxpayers.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution,
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAEKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of House Resolution 22, Eighty-
third Congress, the Chair appoints as
members of the Select Committee To
Conduct a Study and Investigation of
the Problems of Small Business the fol-
lowing Members of the House: Mr. HILL,
Colorado, chairman; Mr. RIEHLMAN, New
York; Mr. SEELY-BrRownN, Connecticut;
Mr. McCuLLocH, Ohio; Mr, SHEEHAN, Illi-
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nois; Mr. Hosmer, California; Mr. Par-
MaN, Texas; Mr. Evins, Tennessee; Mr,
MULTER, New York; Mr. Yares, Illinois;
Mr. STEED, Oklahoma.

PROVIDING FOR AN UNDER SECRE-
TARY OF STATE (FOR ADMINIS-
TRATION)

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr, Speak-
er, I move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 243) to amend
Public Law 73, Eighty-first Congress,
first session (63 Stat. 111), to provide for
an Under Secretary of State (for Ad-
ministration).

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman withhold his motion for a
moment?

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin., Yes.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, the
matter that is before us is here under a
unanimous-consent agreement entered
into the other day for the considera-
tion of the measure under the ordinary
rules of the House. Unless there are
Members who desire to make some re=
marks in respect to this bill, it occurs
to me that, since the bill, as I understand,
was unanimously reported by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, it could be
passed under a unanimous-consent re=
quest for its immediate consideration.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I have no
objection to that procedure. The bill
was unanimously reported by the Com=-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. It relates to
the authorization of the appointment of
an Under Secretary of State.

Mr. HALLECK. I see here the gentle-
man from South Carolina [Mr. RicH=-
ArDs], who I know is interested in the
matter. He is the ranking Democrat of
the committee. I wonder if he would
express his wishes in respect to the mat-
ter. I would assume, of course, Mr,
Speaker, that anyone desiring to extend
his remarks in connection with this
measure could extend them at this point
in the RECcoORD.

Mr. RICHARDS. I have no disposi-
tion to object to such a unanimous-con-
sent request.

Mr. RAYBURN. Why does not the
gentleman from Indiana make a unani-
mous-consent request that the bill be
considered in the House as in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. That would obvi-
ate the rule matter, and anyone who de-
sires to offer an amendment by way of
striking out the last word would be able
to do se in the House as in Committee
of the Whole, and it would obviate gen-
eral debate also.

Mr. HALLECK. May I say to the gen-~
tleman from Texas, if we adopted that
procedure, although I take it there would
be no objection if someone would object,
then we would be faced with the necessity
of keeping 218 Members here in order to
maintain a quorum. If I put the unani-
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mous-consent request, I take it that un-
der a reservation of objection with re-
spect thereto brief remarks might be
made and extensions of remarks might
be made if that be deemed desirable.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to point out that there is no dis-
position on my part as ranking minority
member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs to oppose this bill, but I do feel
that the House should know what it is
doing. I feel that the House should be
informed as to the action taken by the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and why
our committee took that action because
this is a pretty important matter. If
there is any way under regular parlia-
mentary procedure that I can call a few
maftters to the attention of the House
without prolonging debate, I will cer-
tainly be willing to cooperate.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin, Mr. Speak-
er, I renew my motion.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. SmITH].

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill (S, 243) to amend Pub-
lie Law 73, Eighty-first Congress, first
session (63 Stat. 111), to provide for an
Under Secretary of State (for Adminis-
tration), with Mr. KeatTine in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I will not take up much of the time
of the Committee except to explain the
bill briefly. This matter is before us in
the form of a bill passed by the other
body. It was passed by the Committee
on Foreign Affairs with an amendment.
This bill amends Public Law 73 of the
Eighty-first Congress to authorize the
appointment by the Secretary of State
of an Under Secretary of State for Ad-
ministration. There would be the Sec-
retary of State, the Under Secretary, and
then this additional Under Secretary.
His responsibility would be comparable to
a general manager of the Department.
In other words, he would have jurisdic-
tion over the personnel, and over the
internal operations of the Department.
The request for this additional Under
Secretary comes as a result of a condi-
tion which has been recognized by the
public over the years, namely, that there
is need for a close look at the organiza-
tion and operation of the State Depart-
ment.

What the committee amendment does
is merely to determine the line of suc-
cession. Policy matters will be handled
by the Under Secretary—not the individ-
ual who will oceupy this new position of
Under Secretary for Administration.

Among the responsibilities of the new
Under Secretary will be the review, eval-
uation, and operation of the loyalty and
security programs. He will make a care-
ful examination of the budget to assure
that it is adequate but not excessive.
He will assure the coordination of the
Technical Cooperation Administration
and the International Information Ad-
ministration with related programs of
the Department and with other agencies.
The committee was unanimous in feel-
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ing that the Secretary of State ought to
have this additional office. In these crit-
ical days it is necessary for the Secre-
tary to be away about 50 percent of the
time. In his absence the Under Secre-
tary is called upon to act in his place,
This second Under Secretary would not
deal in matters of policy. His will be a
purely administrative job.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin.
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Does that mean now
that there are only two Under Secre-
taries of State?

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin.
only one.

Mr. GROSS. And there would be one
additional?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin.
would be one additional.

Mr. GROSS. How many Assistant
Secretaries of State?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin, There are
10.

Mr, GROSS. It is here proposed to
create another Under Secretary of State,
to be paid $17,500. How much more in
clerical help will be asked to support
this office?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. No more.
As a matter of fact, the office of Ambas-
sador at Large which Mr. Jessup held
has been abolished. That was a $25,000
job, This position pays $17,500, so that
from a monetary standpoint we are sav-
ing money on this operation.

Mr. GROSS. So that by the creation
of this job and by the elimination of
the other job we would be saving the

I yield to

There is

There

magnificent sum of $5,000, approxi-
mately?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. It is a
saving.

Mr. GROSS. A very small saving.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I think this
is a position that should be created to
insure more efficient administration.

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle-
man that I thought the Republican Party
was out to eliminate a lot of jobs instead
of creating jobs. As far as I am con-
cerned, I am opposed to it.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. May I re-
mind the gentleman that the office is for
2 years, unless the Secretary determines
that the job has been done before that.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROONEY. I would like to ask the
gentleman whether or not this new em-
ployee at $17,5600 a year is to have a sec=
retary or is he to work without one?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I suppose
he is to have one.

Mr. ROONEY. How many?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I do not
know.

Mr. ROONEY. Does not the gentle-
man realize that under the provisions
of this pending legislation you are set-
ting up a whole new echelon in the State
Department, to do work that was for-
merly done by one man?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin.
nately it was never done.

Mr. ROONEY. What was never done?

Unfortu-
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Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. The De-
partment is in a mess. We have heard
all about this mess.

Mr. ROONEY. Well, the Department
is now in the hands of the gentleman’s
party. We shall see what mess there is.
But we are talking about setting up an
entirely new echelon in the State Depart-
ment. May I ask the gentleman whether
or not this is pursuant to the recom-
mendations of the Hoover Commission,
or whether or not it is contrary to the
recommendations made by the Hoover
Commission.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin., I cannot
answer that question because the mat-
ter was not discussed, but this does not
call for more money. It is within the
appropriations as they exist today.

Mr. ROONEY. The gentleman says
the job does not call for more money?
You are not setting up a new job for
$17,500 a year without setting up a whole
new echelon, The gentleman knows
that.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. The testi-
mony we have had does not indicate that.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. Was not the testimony
before our committee that the new Sec-
retary said that the Secretaries were so
harassed by administrative matters that
they did not get a chance to study mat=
ters of organization, which is the first
job we want to think about for efficiency.
He asked for this man temporarily to go
in there and take a fresh look at the De-
partment. He was convinced that if this
were done, we could reduce many opera-
tions of the Department. If personnel in
the Department is to be reduced, an ex-
pert should be brought in to make a care-
ful study, rather than depend on people
who are involved in it to clean up them-
selves.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. That is
exactly right. Testimony before our com-
mittee showed that the Secretary was so
absorbed in policy questions that he
could neot study administrative pro=-
grams. That is the testimony on the
part of the men who are presently in the
Department.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. T yield.

Mr. GROSS. Who is the expert who
is supposed to be hired to fill this job?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I can only
repeat from hearsay: A gentleman by the
name of Lourie.

Mr. JUDD. Donold Lourie, president
of the Quaker Oats Co., in the gentle-
man’s own distriet. .

Mr. GROSS. It is not in my district.
Does being president of the Quaker Oats
Co. qualify him to be Under Secretary of
State?

Mr. JUDD. No; but he has demon-
strated the qualities to be a successful
administrator of a large establishment.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin, I yield.

Mr. ROONEY. Will the gentleman
assure the House that the filling of this
new position by an-officer from Quaker
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Oats is not going to require the employ-
ment of additional personnel in the De-
partment of State to work under him?

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. I am go-
ing to leave that to the Appropriations
Committee.

Mr., ROONEY. But the gentlenran
wants to authorize this man to have a
desk at $17,500 a year to do work that
has been carried on by one man.

Mr., SMITH of Wisconsin. He will
have the desk that Mr. Jessup had.

Mr., RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, I
want to say for the benefit of the com-
mittee that I intend to support this bill.
1 think the committee knows what it is
doing. I have an idea that if this bill
had come up last year you would have
really heard something in this House.
As a matter of fact, this bill does some-
thing for the new President and the new
Secretary of State, both fine, patriotic
Americans, and both, I am sure, intend
to do what they think is best for this
country. They are coming here and
asking this Congress right off to cre-
ate a new Under Secretary. I think they
have pretty good grounds for this action.

As things stand now, we have a Secre-
tary of State and an Under Secretary of
State, and 10 Assistant Secretaries of
State. I think the new administration
should justify a request for the creation
of an additional high-level job when
they make it, and I think they have
justified this request. As a matter of
fact, as has just been said, everybody
knows the Secretary of State now can-
not do the job that is sought to be done
here; in the first place, he is out of the
country half the time dealing with
United States responsibility in world af-
fairs. When he goes out of the country
the Under Secretary of State takes his
place and has all policy matters under
his control. What time is he going to
get to attend to the administrative de-
tails of the Department and to clean out
anything down there that is wrong?

Mr. Acheson, the former Secretary of
State, whom I think will go down in his-
tory as one of the greatest Secretaries of
State this country has ever had, had a
hard time because he did not have time
to devote his attention to administrative
details in the Department; and neither
did his Under Secretary of State have
timre. :

I think Mr. Dulles is on the right track
when he says he wants a man who can
do the jobs that he is going to be unable
to do in view of his duties as Secretary
of State.

As far as saving money is concerned,
that is a horse of another color. Even
if this bill does not save money, I think
it would still be a good thing. This new
Under Secretary of State will be paid
$17,500 a year. Each one of the Assist-
ant Secretaries of State is now paid $15,-
000. They have been operating down
there with two Deputy Under Secretaries
of State whom I think receive $15,000.

It was said that we would save money
because Mr. Jessup, Mr. Truman’s roving
Ambassador, has been let go. I do not
know about that; all I know is that we
are providing in this bill $17,500 for a
new Under Secretary of State, and I do
not know that President Eisenhower is
not going to appoint him a roving Am-
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bassador and pay him $25,000, which he
can do under existing legislation, I am
not basing my support on the claim that
this is in the interest of economy; I am
basing it on the claim that it is in the
interest of orderly government and or-
derly procedure in the State Depart-
ment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RICHARDS. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. I would suggest to the
gentleman that if these Secretaries of
State would stay home and attend to the
business of this eountry there would be
more money in the United States
Treasury.

Mr. RICHARDS. Well, maybe so.
May I say that they have had John
Peurifoy down there trying to do the job,
and he did a wonderful job before he left
to become our Ambassador to Greece.
They have had Carlisle Humelsine as
Deputy Secretary of State. He has done
a fine job and has made a lot of progress.
They have had Mr. Webb, who had to get
into policy matters while Secretary
Acheson was away, and, therefore, did
not have time to go into the field of ad-
ministration to the extent he would have
liked to. Mr. Bruce has been a particu-
larly able Under Secretary, and I am sure
he wanted to do more than he was able
to improve the organization and opera-
tion of the Dzpartment. All these men
have made good records for themselves.
I believe Mr. Dulles, if given a fair
chance, will make a great record for
himself. I believe it is in the interest of
the United States to provide this Under
Secretary; but let us not do it in the
guise of economy, because you are not
economizing. That is all there is to it.
If you pass this bill you are going to do
it because you feel it is a good invest-
ment. It is entirely possible that it will
cost $25,000 more than you are paying
now for the same kind of service. I do
not know that the President will not
exercise the right that he has to appoint
somebody in Mr. Jessup's place.

1 hope every Member of the House will
vote for this bill, but I want you to do it
with your eyes open.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BENTLEY].

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, BENTLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. ROONEY. May I ask the gentle-
man, is there also to be set up a posi-
tion to be known as Assistant Deputy
Under Secretary for Administration?

Mr. BENTLEY. No.

Mr. ROONEY. Is that contemplated?

Mr. BENTLEY. No.

Mr. ROONEY. Do you mean to say
that this man is not to have an assist-
ant, the man who is going to fill this
job?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BENTLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I believe the testi-
mony before the committee was that Mr.
Humelsine, who is technically an Assist-
ant Secretary today, holding the title of
Deputy Under Secretary for Administra-
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tion, would resume his title as Assistant
Secretary for Administration under the
new Under Secretary for Administration.

Mr. BENTLEY. That is my under-
standing. 3

Mr. ROOSEVELT. So that you will
have an Under Secretary for Administra-
tion, you will have an Assistant Secre-
tary for Administration, and you will
have, as the gentleman from New York
[Mr. RoonNEY] said earlier, an entirely
new echelon to be administered by a new
Deputy Under Secretary.

Mr. BENTLEY. That is possibly so.

Mr. Chairman, as a freshman Mem-
ber of the House, I certainly intend to be
as brief as possible in my remarks on the
consideration of S. 243 which creates the
post of an Under Secretary of State for
Administration. I would not even pre-
sume upon the time of my colleague were
it not for the fact that I consider that
more than 8 years of service with the
State Department and the Foreign Serv-
ice enable me to speak with at least a
relative amount of experience in this
field.

On the basis of these 8 years’ service,
there is not the slightest doubt in my
mind that a tremendous job of reorgani=-
zation is badly needed within the De-
partment of State, the Foreign Service,
and related special programs. Such a
task cannot and should not be the direct
responsibility of the Secretary nor even
of the permanent Under Secretary. If
we want Mr. Dulles and General Smith
free to perform their most urgent re-
sponsibilities and duties, they should and
must be permitted to formulate and exe-
cute over-all foreign policy without be-
ing burdened by the details of organiza-
tion and administration.

However, these details are too weighty
and the job to be done is too important
for 1 of the 10 Assistant Secretaries.
The job will require the full time of a
top-level man who is free to devote his
entire energy to the important task of
pruning, cutting, and reorganizing where
such functions have to be performed.

S. 243 provides for an initial 2-year
tenure of office for the position we are
presently considering. I believe this
time to be sufficient to organize our for-
eign-relations activities in a satisfactory
manner. I certainly do not want this to
be considered a permanent State De=-
partment job.

My own service in the State Depart-
ment convinced me of the urgent need
for reorganization in the name of econ-
omy and improved service. I am equally
convinced that such reorganization can
only be accomplished by the creation of
this temporary position. Mr. Chairman,
I strongly urge the passage of S, 243 as
amended in our committee to establish
the order of precedence in the State De=
partment.

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. ROOSEVELT].

Mr. ROOSEVELT, Mr. Chairman, I
think there is a reasonable argument in
favor of this legislation.

Although I do think that I am accurate
when I say that there was no great en-
thusiasm in the Committee on Foreign
Affairs for this proposal, we unanimous-
ly went along with it because it was the
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« considered judgment of all members of
the committee to give the new adminis-
tration at its inception the tools it thinks
it needs. The most important argument
that was presented to us, and which has
not yet been mentioned by my colleagues,
was that the job of reorganizing and of
pruning within the Department of State
and of cutting down on the requests for
reports by other Departments cannot be
handled by a Deputy Under Secretary or
by an Assistant Secretary, because they
lack the prestige. If you will remem-
ber, throughout our hearings, the word
prestige came up frequently. Mr. Dulles
and Mr. Humelsine in their testimony
stated that the Under Secretary would
have sufficient prestige.

I personally do not think that the
creation of an Under Secretary is the
only way and certainly not the most eco-
nomical way of reorganizing the Depart-
ment of State. But I am going along al-
though reluctantly, because of this ques-
tion of prestige that they consider so
important. In other words, Mr. Lourie
must be able to have that prestige of a
title when he goes over to talk to Mr.
Wilson of the Defense Department.

For these reasons, I will support this
legislation very reluctantly. But I do
not think this is a measure of economy.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. JaviTs].

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I think
this is a case very much like the Hoover
Commission case where money had to be
invested in order to save money. Now
if we are spending $17,500 or even
$25,000, and it will cut down an enor-
mous amount of waste in the State De-
partment, which every foreign traveler
on both sides of the aisle has reported,
that is not only a good investment but
it is what we did with the Hoover Com-
mission. If that is the preferable way,
we are putting a man in charge who has
had great experience in business, and
thereby cut out waste and, further, it
will bolster the foreign policy of the
United States.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin, Mr. Chair=
man, I yield myself 1 minute for the pur-
pose of reading into the REcorp a state-
ment by Mr. Humelsine, who was Deputy
Undersecretary of State, which you will
find on page 2 of the hearings:

There has been continual need for better
organization in the Department of State—
better organization than it has today. I be-
lieve that there could be economies prac-
ticed in the Department of State beyond
those that we have been able to put into
effect in the past years. This would create
an Under Becretary who would spend his
whole time looking at the problems of the
Department of State and trying to see that
it was organized properly. He would try
to carry out reorganizations where they were
necessary, and he would have the authorlty
to see that pcllnt 4 was properly managed and
operated; to see that the information pro-
gram was }:ll'():[}Erljlr mansged and operated.

In a nutshell, that is the desire of the ad-
ministration—to have a man that can do
that job.

There is no position in the Department of

State at the present time that will allow
that sort of a job to be performed.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Grossl.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, this is
one of the most interesting things I have
seen in the House of Representatives in
the 4 years I have been a Member. Here
today are the Democrats on the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs gaily going along
with the creation of a new job in the
State Department at $17,500 a year, plus
a staff, to take out of the State Depart-
ment the lard they put in.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. RiCHARDS].

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, I
want to say this to the Members of the
House. The kind of man you get for
this job is far more important than the
question of creating the job. The kind
of man this administration needs, if it
will take my humble advice, is not a man
who has made $5,000,000 from the inven-
tion of a rat trap or something like that
and shown his ability only in that field.
It should not be some academician or
someone already in the Department.
You need a double-barrelled man, a man
who has proven his business ability, a
man that knows something about the
State Department and the Foreign Serv-
ice, so he will not find himself in a dead-
end street down there as have a good
many of his predecessors.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read
the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 of the
act of May 26, 1949 (63 Stat. 111; 56 U. 8. C.
151a), is hereby amended by adding at the
end thereof the following:

“Untll December 31, 1954, unless the office
shall be abolished sooner by the President,
there shall be in the Department of State a
second Under Secretary of State (for Admin-
istration) who shall be appointed by the Pres-
ident, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The Under Secretary of Btate
(for Administration) shall receive compen-
sation at the rate of $17,500 per annum, and
shall perform such duties and exercise such
administrative powers as the Secretary of
State may prescrlbe."

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, after line 5, strike out the remain-
der of the page and all of page 2 down to and
including line 4, and insert the following:

“Until December 31, 1954, unless the office
shall be abolished sooner by the President,
there shall be in the Department of State an
Under Secretary of State for Administration
who shall be appointed by the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, and who shall take precedence in the
Department of State next after the Secre-
tary and the Under Secretary. The Under
Becretary of State for Administration shall
receive compensation at the rate of $17,500
per annum, and shall perform such dutles
and exercise such administrative powers as
the Secretary of Btate may prescribe.”

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the committee amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dies to the com=
mittee amendment: On page 2, line 13, after
“rate of"”, strike out “$17,500” and insert
“$12,500."

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, I have of-
fered this amendment because for a long
time Congress has been creating jobs
and paying salaries that are consider-
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ably higher than the salaries received
by Members of the House and of the
Senate.

When I came to Congress in 1931 a
Congressman or a Senator got $10,000 a
year and paid $250, approximately, in
income tax. The purchasing power of
his $9,750 would buy in Washington more
than $20,000 will buy now. I bought a
3-story brick house near Sixteenth
Street for $8,800, $1,250 down and $40
a month.

Coming back to Washington after 8
years, I find that Members of the House
and of the Senate are underpaid or else
the bureaucrats are overpaid. I cannot
understand why they want to create
jobs and pay $17,500 to men in the de-
partments when we pay ourselves $12,-
500. I do not think there ought to be
anybody in the Government outside of
the President, and possibly the Vice
President, who should receive more than
Members of the House and of the Senate.

As a matter of fact, most of the stupid
errors that have occurred have been the
result of executive mismanagement. In
my judgment, the composite judgment
of this House is superior to the judgment
of the executive branch of our Govern-
ment.

As a result of my own service here,
and the fact that my father was a Mem-
ber of Congress for many years, I found
out that the average Congressman who
serves on a committee and the average
committee is far better informed on any
economic or political question than the
average man who is imported to the
executive department and heralded as a
brain truster. I think we ought to re-
store the dignity and prerogatives of the
House of Representatives. As a matter
of fact, if we had asserted our preroga-
tives and our independence 15 years ago,
we would have spared this country some
of the tragic errors that have occurred.
So I think it is a good beginning to es-
tablish a precedent. If you are going
to create executive officers, then they
ought not to receive any more money
than the Senators and the Representa-
tives. Let us put a ceiling on it. A ceil-
ing that will require them to live on
the same salary and the same income
as Members of the Congress of the United
States. We have a responsible job. Our
cost of living is just as high as the cost
of living of the average bureau chief,
I never could understand why we have
an inferiority complex about our service
here. We have literally wasted billions
of dollars all over the earth, and we
have never been reluctant to vote bil-
lions of dollars for appropriations, We
have people traveling all over the earth,
enjoying almost unlimited expense ac-
counts. We have not been economical
in our dealings with the executive de-
partment. We gave the President $50,-
000 tax exemption which was equiva-
lent to almost one-half million dollars of
income. It would seem to me, therefore,
that we have a splendid opportunity this
afternoon to establish a precedent, which
we ought to follow from now on, and
that is to limit the salary and the in-
come of every agent or every officer that
we create to the sum of $12,500. I offer
this amendment in good faith, and with
the earnest hope that it will be adopted.



792

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIES. I yield.

Mr. HALLECK. I think the gentle-
man has done us a great service in call-
ing our attention to some of these mat-
ters, but I trust that his amendment does
not prevail because it may be that he
has the cart before the horse, However,
I do want to commend the gentleman
for calling these matters to the atten-
tion of the Congress and the country.

Mr. DIES. I appreciate the commen-
dation, but still the logic of the situa-
tion is with me. If we serve here as
Members of the Congress and of the
other body for $12,500, and if we are
adequately paid, and our jobs are as re-
sponsible as they are, then it seems to
me the Under Secretary of State ought
to serve for the same money.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr, DIes].

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. Dies), there
were—ayes 55, noes 91.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN., The question is on
the committee amendment,

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, while he is not of the
same political party as I am, he is a
personal friend of mine. Friendship to
me transcends the middle aisle, as it
does with all of us. Certainly I try to
follow that policy., My friends are my
friends, without regard to their political
affiliations, racial origin, or religion, or
anything else.

I was very pleased to note recently
that one of our former colleagues who
served in this House with ability, dis-
tinction, and courage was appointed to
the responsible position of Assistant Sec-
retary of State for liaison with Congress.
I refer to our good friend Thruston Mor-
ton from Kentucky. That brought great
pleasure to me. My years of association
with him, I think he was here 6 years,
were most pleasant., He was a valued
Member of this House. He did not seek
reelection. He gave to this House the
benefit of his knowledge and experience.
He gained in this House experience
which he will carry with him into his new
position of responsibility. I congratulate
President Eisenhower and Secrefary
Dulles in appointing Thruston Morton.
I sincerely hope that in his new position
he will have every happiness and suc-
cess.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do now
rise and report the bill back to the
House with an amendment, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendment be
agreed to and the bill as amended do
pass,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. EeaTiNg, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(S. 243) to amend Public Law 73, Eighty-

first Congress, first session (63 Stat.
111) to provide for an Under Secretary
of State (for Administration), had di-
rected him to report the bill back to
the House, with an amendment, with the
recommendation that the amendment be
agreed to and the bill as amended do
pass.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I move the previous question on the
bill and amendment thereto to final
passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was
agreed to. :

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be read the
third time, and was read the third time.

The question is on the passage of the
bill

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present, and I make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.
[After counting.] One hundred and
eighty-four Members are present, not a
quorum,

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 342, nays 18, not voting 72,
as follows:
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[Roll No. 4]
YEAS—342

Adair Busbey Elliott
Addonlizio Bush Engle
Allen, Calif, Byrne, Pa. Feighan
Allen, I1l. Byrnes, Wis. Fenton
Andersen, Campbell Fino

H. Carl Canfield Fisher
Andresen, Carlyle Forand

August H. Carnahan Ford
Andrews Carrigg Forrester
Angell Cederberg Frazler
Arends Celler Frelinghuysen
Aspinall Chatham Fulton
Auchincloss Chenoweth Gamble
Ayres Chudoft Gary
Balley Church Gathings
Baker Clevenger Gavin
Bates Cole, Mo. Gentry
Battle Cole, N. Y. George
Beamer Colmer Goodwin
Becker Condon Gordon
Belcher Coon Granahan
Bender Cooper Grant
Bennett, Fla. Corbett Gregory
Bennett, Mich. Cotton Gubser
Bentley Coudert Gwinn
Bentsen Cretella Hagen, Calif.
Berry Crosser Hagen, Minn.
Betts Crumpacker Hale
Bishop Cunningham  Haley
Blatnik Curtis, Mass Halleck
Boggs Curtis, Mo, Hand
Boland Curtis, Nebr., Harden
Bolling Dague Hardy
Bolton, Davis, Ga. Harrison, Nebr,

Frances P, Davis, Tenn. Harrlson, Va.
Bolton, Davis, Wis. Hart

Oliver P, Dawson, Utah Hays, Ark.
Bonin Deane Hébert
Bosch Delaney Heller
Bow Dempsey Herlong
Bramblett Derounian Heselton
Bray Devereux Hess
Brooks, La. D’Ewart Hiestand
Brooks, Tex, Dies Hil
Brown, Ga. Dodd Hillelson
Brown, Ohio Dolliver Hillings
Brownson Donovan Hinshaw
Broyhill Dorn, N. Y. Hoeven
Bryson Dorn, 8. C. Hoffman, I11.
Buchanan Doyle Hoffman, Mich.
Budge Eberharter Holmes
Burleson Edmondson Holt

February 3

Holtzman Merrow Schenck
Hope Metcall Scherer
Horan Miller, Calif. Scott
Hosmer Miller, Md. Scrivner
Howell Miller, Nebr.  Scudder
Hruska Miller, N. Y. Se
Hunter Mollohan Seely-Brown
Hyde Morrison Selden
Ikard Moss Shafer
Jackson Multer Sheppard
James Mumma Short
Jarman Neal Sieminski
Jensen Nelson Bikes
Johnson Nicholson Simpson, T11
Jonas, Il Norblad Smith, Kans
Jonas, N. C Norrell Smith, Miss,
Jones, Mo Oakman Smith, Va.
Judd O'Brien, Il Smith, Wis.
Karsten, Mo O'Hara, Minn, Spence

O'Nelll Staggers
Kearney Osmers Stanley
Kearns Ostertag Steed
Keating Passman Stringfellow
Kelley, Pa. Patman Sullivan
Eelly, N. Y. Patten Sutton
Keogh Patterson Taber
Kersten, Wis. Pelly Talle
Kllburn Plost Taylor
Kilday Philbin Teague
King, Calif, Phillips Thompson, La.
King, Pa. Pillion Thompson,
KEirwan Poage Mich.
Kluczynskl Poft Thornberry
EKnox Polk Tollefson
Krueger Poulson Trimble
Laird Preston Uttt
Landrum Price Van Pelt
Lane Priest Van Zandt
Lanham Prouty Velde
Lantaff Radwan Wainwright
Latham Rains Walter
LeCompte Ray Wampler
Lesinski Rayburn Warburton
Long 5 Watts
Lovre Reed, Il ‘Weichel
Lyle Reed, N. Y. ‘Westland
MecCarthy Rees, . Wharton
McConnell Regan ‘Whitten
McCormack Rhodes, Ariz. 'Wickersham
McCulloch Rhodes, Pa. Widnall
McDonough Ric Wigglesworth
Meclntire Riehlman Williams, Miss,
McMillan Rivers ‘Willis
McVey Roberts Wilson, Calif,
Mack, I11. Robeson, Va Wilson, Ind.
Mack, Wash Robsion, Ky. - Winstead
Madden Rodino Withers
Magnuson Rogers, Colo. Withrow
Mahon Rogers, Fla Wolverton
Mailliard Rogers, Mass, Yorty
Martin, Iowa  Roosevelt Young
Matthews Sadlak Younger
Meader St. George Zablocki
Merrlll Saylor

NAYS—18
Abernethy Gross O'Hara, Il
Alexander Hays, Ohio Rogers, Tex
Burdick Hull Rooney
Byrd Jones, N. C. Bhuford
Dowdy Lucas Wheeler
Fountain Marshall Wier
NOT VOTING—T72

Abbitt Fine Murray
Albert Fogarty O’Brien, Mich.
Barden Friedel O'Brien, N. Y.
Barrett Garmatz O'Konski
Bonner Golden Perkins
Boykin Powell
Buckley Green Rabaut
Camp Harris Reece, Tenn,
Cannon Harrison, Wyo. Riley
Case Harvey Bheehan
Chelf Holifield Shelley
Chiperfield Javits Bimpson, Pa.
Clardy Jenkins Small
Cooley Jones, Ala Springer
Dawson, Ill. ee Stauffer
Dingell Klein Thomas
Dollinger McGregor Thompson, Tex,
Dondero Machrowicz Vinson
Donohue Mason Vorys
Durham Miller, Eans.  Vursell
Ellsworth Mills Williams, N. Y.
Evins Morano ‘Wilson, Tex.
Fallon Morgan Wolcott
Fernandez Moulder Yates

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Chiperfield with Mr. Cooley.

Mr. Vorys with Mr. Riley.

Mr. Javits with Mr. Yates.

Mr. Dondero with Mr. O'Brien of New York.
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Graham with Mr. Rabaut.

McGregor with Mr. Buckley.

Case with Mr. Green.

Jenkins with Mrs. Kee.

Eearney with Mr. Shelley.

Wolcott with Mr. Donohue.

Sheehan with Mr. Fogarty.

Simpson of Pennsylvania with Mr.
tz.

Q
B

Vursell with Mr. Friedel.
Ellsworth with Mr. Fine.
Harrison of Wyoming with Mr. Klein.
Reece of Tennessee with Mr. Dollinger.
Springer with Mr, Camp.
Willlams of New York with Mr. Bar-

4
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Mason with Mr. Abbitt.
Morano with Mr. Dingell.
O’'Eonski with Mr. Morgan.
Harvey with Mr. Moulder.
Stauffer with Mr. Powell.
Clardy with Mr. Machrowicz.
Golden with Mr. Evins.
Bmall with Mr. Fallon.

Mr. HunTer changed his vote from
ﬁnayu tro |¢yea”!

Mr. O’Hara of Illinois changed his vote
from “present” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
‘““An act to amend Public Law 73, Eighty-
first Congress, first session (63 Stat. 111),
to provide for an Under Secretary of
State for Administration.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SPECIAL ORDER

Mr., SMITH of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 20 minutes on Monday next,
following the legislative business of the
day and any other special orders here-
tofore entered.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL FRIDAY

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at
noon on Friday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

HON. THOMAS B. STANLEY

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
SmaTHI.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I have asked for recognition at this time
in order that I might regretfully an-
nounce the retirement from Congress of
my distinguished colleague from the
Fifth District of Virginia, Hon. THoMAS
B. STANLEY.

Mr. STaNLEY has served in the Seven-
ty-ninth, Eightieth, Eighty-first, Eighty-
second, and Eighty-third Congresses.
Since he has been here he has endeared
himself to the Members of the House, to
his friends on hoth sides of the aisle, and
I am sure you all join with me in re-
gretting that he is leaving this body.

During the last Congress he was chair-
man of the important Committee on
House Administration where he served
as he did on the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, with great dis-
tinction.
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Mr. StaNLEY has a long public career:
He was first a businessman, a farmer,
then he engaged extensively in the furni-
ture manufacturing business. But there
never was a time in the life of this busy
man when he was not willing to lay aside
his own fortunes and affairs in order
to serve his county, his State, and his
Nation.

He was for six terms a member of the
House of Delegates of the State of Vir-
ginia where he served with great dis-
tinction, and owing to his ability, his
popularity with his colleagues, became
and remained for three terms in the leg-
islature, Speaker of the House of Dele-
gates of Virginia.

He became known here for his cour-
age, his conservatism, and his allegiance
to conservative and sane measures that
were presented to this House.

I shall feel a sense of personal loss
when Mr. STanLEY retires from the Con-
gress, and I am sure our State and the
Nation will suffer a loss. I regret to see
him go. 3

I yield to the distinguished minority
leader, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
RAYBURN].

Mr. RAYBURN., Mr. Speaker, I join
with the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
SmiTe] in regretting that Mr. STANLEY
has made up his mind to work in another
field of endeavor and leave us where he
has been such a great joy to many of us
with his fine personality and his splendid
legislative experience that he brought
here from the House of Delegates of Vir-
ginia.

Further than that, I feel almost a kin-
ship with Mr. StaNLEY because in his
county in the State of Virginia my an-
cestors are buried, in Henry County. I
went down there and had a delightful
visit with him and his charming lady. A
great improvement was going on there
and my ancestors had to be moved out of
the old family grave and brought over
to another cemetery and I was down
there at the dedication.

I enjoyed my visit in that fine part of
old Virginia, for it brought back things
that my mother had told me about her
grandfather and grandmother who lived
in that neighborhood and who are now
buried there.

It is with regret that I lose the asso-
ciation of this fine friend, this fine leg-
islator. I wish him well in any field of
endeavor he desires to enter or into
which his ambition may lead him.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I thank the
minority leader and yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. GarY].

Mr.GARY. Mr. Speaker, today marks
a milestone in an outstanding legisla-
tive career which has spanned nearly a
quarter century. Twenty-three years
ago THoMAS B. STANLEY became a mem-
ber of the House of Delegates of Vir-
ginia. It was my privilege to serve with
him in that body for two terms, during
which I formed a very strong attach-
ment for him. His ability, sound judg-
ment, and qualities of leadership were
soon recognized, and in 1942 he was ele-
vated to the office of speaker of the oldest
law-making body on the American con-
tinent, in which capacity he served for
three terms.

In 1946, when the beloved Representa-
tive of the Fifth Congressional District,
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the Honorable Thomas Burch, retired
from this House, ToM STANLEY Was
elected to succeed him. Here he has
displayed the same quality of service
and leadership as in the Virginia As-
sembly. His broad and varied experi-
ence as a businessman, farmer, and
statesman have enabled him to establish
an enviable record. He has served with
distinction as chairman of the Com-
mittee on House Administration and as
a member of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce. His Vir-
ginia colleagues are loath to see him
leave the House of Representatives, but
their feelings are assuaged by the fact
that he is resigning today in order that
he may offer his services to the Old Do-
minion in an even more important
capacity.

There is one thing about Tom STANLEY
particularly that we all admire extrava-
gantly, and that is his lovely wife. She
is one of the most charming ladies I have
ever known. Throughout his entire ca-
reer she has been ever by his side fur-
nishing the encouragement and inspira-
tion for his accomplishments., No wife
has ever been more faithful. No wife
has ever been more helpful. Our love
and best wishes go with both Tom and
Ann Stanley as he leaves the halls of
Congress to seek greater opportunities
for service.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the majority leader, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK].

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I am
glad to have this opportunity to con-
tribute a few comments from this side
of the aisle to the send-off we are giving
one of our distinguished colleagues to-
day. Ihave known ToMm STANLEY best as
chairman of a commitfee on which we
served together for several years—the
House Administration Committee. The
committee is perhaps a mild enigma to
some of our Members who are not fa=
miliar with its myriad functions. We
usually take for granted the fact that
someone, somewhere, is bearing the mul=
tiple administrative burdens that go into
the operation of a very complex legis-
lative body, but we do not often stop to
ponder his problems unless we disagree
with some policy that affects our own
offices. The committee is not well known
to the ladies and gentlemen in the press
gallery because it has seldom been a
wellspring of exciting headlines.

We can call it our housekeeping com-
mittee because its activities include even
the most petty housekeeping and person=
nel problems, as well as some rather
weighty ones. But whatever we call it,
its chairmanship requires a solid, stable
person with a back broad enough to carry
435 trunks around on it. ToM STANLEY
has borne these trunks—sometimes
bloody but always unbowed. One of the
chairman’s chief functions is to serve as
watchdog over the multi-million-dollar
contingent fund of the House. As you
know, being a watchdog and being popu-
lar are generally mutually exclusive con-
ditions. But I think that Tom STANLEY
has shown us that there is such a legis-
lative species as the popular watchdog.

To Tom STANLEY something is “good
business” or it is something to be re=-
jected. We who have been trying
through all these years of free-wheeling
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spending sprees to attain fiscal integrity
in Government and who have sought
some reasonable economy wherever it
could be applied are going to miss the
sound business sense of ToMm STANLEY.
He has been a stalwart warrior in our
battle for economy.

Today the House loses a grand fellow
and an able business executive. I know
of no higher tribute to Tom STANLEY'S
faithful service in this Congress than to
say that his service has been altogether
true to what Virginians like to call the
good old tradition.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
1 yield to the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. WOLVERTON].

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, it
has been my privilege and a happy op-
portunity to be associated with the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. STANLEY] as
a member of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce. As chair-
man of that committee I regret exceed-
ingly that he has removed himself, by
resignation from Congress, from the
councils of our committee. We shall
miss him greatly. During the years that
he has served on that committee he has
shown a sincerity of purpose that was
striking, indeed. Likewise his ability was
outstanding, He was faithful and ex-
tremely conscientious in the perform-
ance of all his duties. His sound judg-
ment and great experience made him a
valuable Member. When it came to the
attention of our committee a few days
ago that he was about to leave Congress
in order to be a candidate for Governor
of his native State, I took occasion to
speak of the service he had rendered as
a member of the committee and as a
Member of Congress, which was so out-
standing and worth while. I had been
rather fulsome in my praise of the gen-
tleman on that oceasion, and when I had
finished my remarks a member of his
own party remarked to me, “You better
be careful of what yvou say, he may use
it in his campaign.” I replied, “I have
.said nothing but what came from my
heart, and whatever I have said that will
prove beneficial to him he certainly is
entitled to use it.” I have a high regard
and great respect as everyone else has,
for Mr. STaNLEY and the service that he
has rendered in this Congress. He is the
type that his district may well be proud
of, and certainly the State of Vir-
ginia would do itself a great service if it
elevated him to the high office to which
he aspires. He has my best wishes and
I will follow his future with a great deal
of interest and proud of the fact that I
had the opportunity to be associated with
him in the work of the Nation.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr,
LeCoMPTE].

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, I
doubt if anyone in this House will miss
our colleague, Tom STANLEY, as I will,
because I have been associated with him
very closely in the House Administra-
tion Committee. I succeeded him as
chairman of that committee. Mr. Stan-
LEY is one of the most careful legisla-
tors that I have ever met, one of the
most conscientious men, and with his
fine feeling of the eternal fitness of
things he is retiring from the House
s0 that he will not by any stretch of
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imagination neglect any of the duties in
the House while he is engaged in the
campaign for a higher office. He has
always been for economy and for effi-
ciency, and he has brought about a con-
siderable measure of both while he has
been at the head of the administration
committee. If the people of Virginia
in their wisdom decide to elevate Con-
gressman Tom STANLEY to the position
of chief executive of the Old Dominion
State, he will indeed add one more star
to the fine galaxy of statesmen who
have come from that State down through
the years since colonial days. I regard
his departure as a distinct loss to the
House, but we are happy to have him
make his own decision and I wish for
him many good things.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. HARRISON].

Mr, HARRISON of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I do not exactly like the tone
the way things are going. I want to say
something nice about Tom STANLEY, but
after what was said by the two gentle-
men from Virginia, and the distin-
guished majority leader, and the minor-
ity leader, and the gentleman from New
Jersey, and the gentleman from Iowa, I
do not know just exactly what is left for
me to say. My distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. GAry]
stole my thunder when he proceeded to
make such a nice statement about Tom’s
wife who, as everybody in Virginia knows,
is one of the loveliest women in Virginia
and who, incidentally, looks like Tom's
daughter. At any rate, Mr. Speaker, 1
want to say that I claim I have not
reached the age in life where time passes
so fast that 6 years seems like yesterday.
It is true that Tom and I came into this
body the same day to fill a vacancy in
the Seventy-ninth Congress, which was
more than 6 years ago. But, as I look
back on that exceedingly, friendly asso-
ciation, it seems to me that time has
gone only too fast. The gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. STaNLEY] is a man of out-
standing character, and ability, and in-
tegrity. Above all he is a man of lov-
able nature, and those of us who have
had the privilege of serving with him
here during the years are going to miss
him a great deal in the years to come.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. HarDY].

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I feel
somewhat like my colleague the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. Harrison], only
I think I am approaching this particular
situation in a slightly different light in
that I have a feeling of mixed emotions.
One is a feeling of personal loss that Tom
has seen fit to separate himself from us.
Another is maybe just a little bit of hurt
feeling that he should aspire to be asso-
ciated with people in Richmond rather
than those who have been associated
with him here. I suppose it might be
natural, however, that anyone who is
dedicated to a life of public service would
aspire to broader fields, so I shall not
hold that against him.

During the 6 years I have been in
Congress Tom and I have occupied offices
pretty close to each other on the third
floor of the Old Building. For that rea-
son I have had a chance to see him per-
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haps more often than a good many other
Members except those who have served
on committees with him.

I think one of the finest things about
Tom STANLEY is the warmth of personal-
ity he possesses and the feeling of friend-
ship that develops so easily. But way
beyond that I would have to emphasize
just a little what my good friends, Burr
Harrison and VaucHAN Gary, have said
that the best thing about Tom is that
charming wife of his., To know her is
to love her. The people of Virginia, I
know, feel about her just about as I do.

Others who have preceded me have
spoken aptly of Tom’s experience and
splendid personal qualities. In his vol-
untary separation he takes these same
qualities with him, and in addition to
his record of achievement he leaves here
a host of friends. I think we in the Vir-
ginia delegation will feel most keenly the
absence of his friendship which has been
warm and steadfast.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BURLESON].

Mr. BURLESON. Mr, Speaker, for the
past 6 years it has been my privilege and
pleasure to have had a rather close and
intimate association with our esteemed
colleague from Virginia, ToM STANLEY.

During a part of this period, he has
chairmanned the Committee on House
Administration of which I am a mem-
ber. In these years I have learned to
appreciate him and the gualities which
we all admire in any man,

During this time I have come to respect
him as a man deeply devoted to his du-
ties and responsibilities.

As chairman of the committee, Tom
STANLEY's basic concept of operations
has derived from a store of old and tested
Jeffersonian principles that he had
packed away during 17 years in the Vir-
ginia General Assembly—and that serv-
ice, I might add, included 6 years as
speaker of the house. ToMm STANLEY'S
idea of good legislation is never based
on who is right but what is right.

The great State of Virginia holds a
unique place in the Union of States. The
statesmen it has produced have left their
indelible mark of leadership upon the
pages of history of this Nation. Many
bright stars shine in the firmament of
its political history, and among those
today reposes the star of Tom STANLEY.
Certainly the good people of Virginia
need not be told how to vote by an out-
sider, and no such intent is conveyed in
these remarks, but I hope the citizens
of Virginia, for the good of the State

‘and of the Nation, will elevate this quiet,

modest, and able leader to the highest
office within their gift.

If this modest, self-effacing Virginia
gentleman prefers to transfer his busi-
ness acumen to the administration of
his native Commonwealth, then he richly
deserves the opportunity. If we are los-
ing a good business head, Virginia is
gaining one. No matter where he gces,
Tom STaNLEY will find peace in the power
of his own principles.

Your good friends, Tom, will be watch-
ing with the greatest of interest the de-
velopments as they occur, and I join
with many others in wishing for you and
your lovely wife the best of all good
things,
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to our colleague the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. RoBESON].

Mr. ROBESON of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, my happy association with our
distinguished colleague, TrHOMAS B,
StanpLEY, who has so capably represented
the Fifth Congressional District of Vir-
ginia, has not been confined to serv-
ice in the Congress. Our friendship and
my high personal regard for him devel-
oped because of his fine service to our
people in the Virginia Assembly and his
leadership as a successful industrialist,
farmer, and citizen.

Like many of our Virginia citizens, I
will be proud to have Tom STANLEY as
the next Governor of Virginia, but I also
recognize that our delegation loses a
most useful Member whom we love and
respect.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. LyLE].

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I am very
happy to pay my tribute to this splendid
gentleman from Virginia. He is a man
of great executive ahility, a man of honor
and of faith. It is quite certain that
our Nation needs strength in the State
governments. During the past few years
our State governments have degenerated
and our Federal Government has become
more powerful and more oppressive. We
need an actual rejuvenation of strength
and vigor in our State governments, and
I am certain, Tom, that your people will
permit you to give them the benefit of
your wisdom, your executive ability, your
courage, and your faith to help carry on
the traditions of your great State. It
has been a great privilege to have served
with Tom STaNLEY, and I am very pleased
that I shall continue to have him as our
neighbor, and that I shall continue to
enjoy his friendship.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Lucasl.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, as with our
distinguished former Speaker, my col-
league from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN], my
own family sprang from Virginia, and
the congressional district of the able Tom
StanLEY. I have visited many times in
Wytheville, where my kinspeople have
resided since the founding of the town,
and I was delighted to learn that those
people think as affectionately of Tom
SranLEY as I have felt since first coming
to know him.

Tom StanLEY has earned the respect
and admiration of every Member of this
House by his earnest attention to his du-
ties. His good judgment stands out
among his many other virtues and I am
not ashamed to confess that, in the press
of legislative matters when I have not
had time to examine thoroughly the
question before us, I have relied upon his
leadership unquestioningly.

I know that whatever he may choose to
do, wherever he may choose to apply his
talents, the best wishes of all of us here
ir the House go with him.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to our distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
STANLEY].

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
never been made to feel so humble, so
grateful, and so appreciative for the
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most generous things that have been said
about me here this afternoon. I am
most grateful to our beloved dean of the
Virginia delegation and to all of you who
have spoken so nicely of me, and I am
especially glad to have a record of what
my colleagues from Virginia, whom I
have learned to love so dearly, have said.
I hope, and I am sure, that it is going
to be a very great help to me in realizing
my ambition. This was a hard decision
for me to make, but I felt compelled to
make it at this time for two reasons:
First, I wanted my successor to come here
to the Congress and begin serving the
people from the district that I now have
the honor to represent. I want to say
that I do not know who this person will
be, but the district that I now represent
will send someone that you will be
pleased to have here. He will ably, and
with great honor, to himself and to his
district, to the State and to the Na-
tion, represent the Fifth District of Vir-
ginia in Congress.

The second reason for my resigning
from Congress today is the pressing de-
mand upon my time in planning and
conducting my campaign for the Demo-
cratic nomination for Governor of the
Commonwealth of Virginia, to be held on
July 14, 1953. 7

I was first elected to the Seventy-ninth
Congress but I never sat in that body be-
cause it had adjourned at the time I
was elected. So I first came here when
the Eightieth Congress was being organ-
ized. At that time I was with the minor-
ity party and this House elected the pres-
ent distinguished Speaker of the House
as their presiding officer. It also elected
as majority leader the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK].
They were indeed patient and kind to
me, as well as to all other Members of
this House. I want to pay tribute to
them for the fine way in which they
presided and managed the operation of
this body.

Two years later, the majority of the
House shifted to this side of the aisle.
The distinguished gentleman from Texas
[Mr. RaYyBURN] was elected Speaker and
the distinguished gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. McCormack] was elected
majority leader. They, too, were patient
and kind through the two Congresses
that I had the pleasure to serve under
them. I want to take this opportunity
to express to the presiding officers, and
to the majority leaders who have been
so kind to me all the time I have been
here, my deep appreciation. I do not
want to stop here, however for it has
been a real privilege to serve with the
members of the committees that I have
been connected with since I came here.
I have learned to know those gentleman
better than any of the others. My first
committee assignment was with the
Committee on House Administration, un-
der the leadership of my good friend
KarrL LeCompTE. We have served to-
gether on that committee until this date.
Again I congratulate this House on hav-
ing him as chairman of that splendid
group.

1 also had the privilege of serving dur-
ing the Eighty-first and Eighty-second
Congresses on the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, first under
the chairmanship of the very distin-
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guished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Cros-
sEr] and at the present time under the
distinguished gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. WoLverTOoN]. With those gen-
tlemen, as well as the other fine distin-
guished members of that committee, it
has been my very great privilege to have
served with them.

My service here has taught me, among
other things, some measure of tolerance.
I find that this is a great body in which
to serve, and if you stay here long
enough you will learn to respect the
other person’s view. I feel that my life
has been improved, and I hope that I am
a better man for having had the great
opportunity of serving with you in this
the greatest legislative body in the whole
world.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have an opportunity to extend
their remarks at this point in the Recorbp.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, I have
had the pleasure of knowing and being
associated with TrHomas B. StanLEY for
a number of years. I have, of course,
been intimately associated with him
since I became a Member of this body
early in 1948,

Tom STANLEY is one of the finest Chris-
tian gentlemen I have ever had the privi-
lege to be associated with. He is kind,
considerate, courageous, gentle, but
firm and stanch in his belief,

I admire Tom highly. He is an able
legislator who is familiar with the most
intricate problems of government and
one of the best informed Members of
this body. I am proud to call him my
friend.

This body will miss his wise, able, and
inspiring leadership, but I am proud to
know that our colleague is not retiring
from public duty but is aspiring to be of
greater service to the people of the great
State of Virginia, and I am proud to do
what little I can to be of assistance to
him in this undertaking.

Wherever Tom shall go, our best wishes
and hopes for success will follow him.
His life and service as we know it and
as it is known by the good people of Vir-
ginia speaks for itself. He and his
wife Ann are good examples of the kind
of leaders we in our country need today.
We shall miss them, and our hope is
that the future will reward them gen-
erously.

IMPORTATION OF FOREIGN
RESIDUAL OIL

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, at
this very minute a ship is tied up at an
east coast dock carrying disaster to a seg-
ment of our national economy in much
the same way as rat-infested vessels
brought disease into our port cities in
years gone by.
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That ship is unloading foreign residual
oil into an electric-utility plant or other
industrial facility that has traditionally
depended upon coal for its heat and pow-
er. And back in the coal-producing
areas—in my home district and else-
where in Pennsylvania, West Virginia,
Kentucky, and other coal States—many
miners are at home today because there
is no work for them.

There is no work for them because of
that ship and other ships that bring the
left-overs from foreign refineries into
this country at the rate that reached an
average of 607,200 barrels a day during
one week of January.

Last year those ships unloaded 128,-
000,000 barrels of this alien residual oil
on our shores, That is enough to dis-
place 31,000,000 tons of coal and to throw
32,256 miners out of work for a full
year.

It also creates heavy unemployment
for railroaders in my district and in
other shipping centers.

In addition, this flood of foreign oil
that displaces domestic fuels weakens
national security to a highly perilous
level.

Rear Adm. D. V. Gallery, United States
Navy, declares in last week’s Saturday
Evening Post that today Russia has more
than 300 submarines, as compared with
Germany'’s fleet of only 60 at the begin-
ning of World War II.

Now please think back to 1942 when
tankers carrying oil from our own ports
on the Gulf of Mexico were torpedoed
right in our own coastal waters.

I ask this legislative body whether we
can afford to permit the weakening of
the coal industry when, in the event of a
national emergency, it would naturally
have to carry a tremendously greater
energy load.

Let us not delay in acting immediately
to correct a situation in which a foreign
import is gnawing away at the vitality
of the coal industry and the life line of
our national security.

SPECIAL ORDER TRANSFERRED

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to transfer the special
order of 1 hour which I had for today to
Friday, February 6. :

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

INDUSTRY-WIDE BARGAINING

The SPEAKER. Under the previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Lucas] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, despite the
lateness of the hour, I think the subject
on which I shall speak justifies the use of
5 minutes’ time of the House and I beg
of you to remain long enough to listen
to the few words I have prepared con-
cerning a subject which I think com-
prises the greatest danger which faces
America domestically, and I am speak-
ing of the question of industry-wide
bargaining.

The wage disputes in the steel and coal
industries during the year just passed
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should have illustrated clearly for the
Members of this House the evils of a con-
tinuing pattern in industrial relations
which has come to be generally known
as industry-wide bargaining. These dis-
putes also underscore the rise of big gov-
ernment to handle such matters, for it
was only because of intervention by the
White House, at the expense of further
inflation, that these disputes were finally
brought to an end.

The steel strike ran for 55 days during
which time we saw every legal measure,
except use of the Taft-Hartley Act, re-
sorted to by the Government in addition
to the illegal seizure of this industry. It
can be said without refutation that no
one won this battle. The steel workers
lost $390,000,000; the Nation lost 16,300,-
000 tons of steel, 25,000,000 tons of iron
ore, and hundreds of millions of dollars
in both civilian and defense products
that could have been produced during
this period if it were not for the strike.
It would appear that the only possible
victors were the heads of the steel union
who, with the connivance of the Federal
Government, strengthened their stran-
gle-hold on the rank-and-file steel
workers, and the entire industry.

The coal wage dispute later in the
year further illustrates the evil effects
of gigantic labor monopoly. A strike
was avoided in this instance, but at the
expense of total wrecking of what re-
mained of the stabilization program.
Nonetheless, the situation in the coal
industry represents a primary example
of what can happen if labor monopoly is
allowed to run riot.

This situation is one that has occu-
pied the attention of the Congress on
many occasions.

In 1949, after John L. Lewis forced
his 3-day work week and other con-
tractual provisions on this industry, the
Senate Banking and Currency Commit-
tee held hearings on the economic power
of labor organizations. The committee
report reached the following conclusion:

If this usurpation and abuse of the power
to control production and price is tolerated
by the Congress, its unbridled wuse will
quickly spread from union to union, from
industry to industry, and the Congress will
never regain its narrowly -circumscribed
power to control the economy of the Nation
consistently with the Constitution of the
United States.

Since that time I have seen nothing
in the field of industrial relations which
leads me to believe that the trend which
the Senate commitiee warned about has
been reversed.

It should be clear by this time that
the practice of so-called industry-wide
bargaining is a basic cause of continu-
ing labor-management unrest. I say
“so-called” industry-wide bargaining be-
cause admittedly, industry-wide bargain-
ing exists only in a handful of indus-
tries of which coal is the notable ex-
ample. However, under this general
heading there are other types of bar-
gaining including association bargaining,
regional bargaining, pattern bargaining
and union-wide bargaining, which fur-
ther weaken the power of the local union,
I like to characterize all of these meth-
ods as monopoly bargaining.

Past legislative efforts to deal with this
relatively new type of monopoly have not
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been successful. During the original
Taft-Hartley debate, the House passed a
provision banning this type of bargaining
and it failed in the Senate by only one
vote. With the 1947 action of this House
in mind, I am reintroducing a bill to cur-
tail all types of monopoly bargaining,
The hill would not disturb bargaining on
a company-wide basis for multiplant
companies. It consists of the provisions
of the old Hartley bill dealing with this
problem. It would:

First. Prevent the NLRB from certify-
ing a common bargaining representative
for the employees of competing em-
ployers, with a special exemption for
small businesses in the same metropol-
itan area.

Second. Make it an unfair labor prac-
tice for employers to engage in monopo=
listic lock-outs or for labor to engage in
monopolistic strikes. Both are defined
similarly as concerted interference with
employment, or an employer’s operation
in accordance with a common plan of
action by two or more competing em-=
ployers, or by the employees of two or
more competing employers, unless there
is a certified common bargaining agent.

Third. Enforcement would be left to
the NLRB subject to the procedures now
in the Taft-Hartley Act for dealing with
secondary boycotts.

Fourth. A grace period is provided for
both management and labor to adapt
themselves to the new law.

Opponents of this course of action will
say that to restore the rights of local
and independent unions in the manner
set forth in my bill would be disruptive
of long established industrial relations
patterns. To them, I say that monopoly
bargaining is a relatively new arrival
dating its beginnings back only to the
Norris-LaGuardia Act of 1932.

I should also like to point out to the
Members of this House that my bill may
not receive unanimous support from the
ranks of industry, While major indus-
trial organizations are on record as being
opposed to industry-wide bargaining,
there are spokesmen for some industries
who have been captured by industry-
wide bargaining, and whose jobs depend,
to a large extent, on its continuation.
For this reason, we can expect opposition
from the shipping, pulp and paper, glass,
vitreous china, stove, wallpaper, baking,
and parts of the coal industries. In ad-
dition, local employer groups, particu-
larly on the west coast, are committed to
the practice known as group bargaining,
with which my bill will interfere to some
extent, so we can expect to hear from
them,

In a recent speech, I said:

Whatever form of collective bargaining
which may be carried on in any industry
and which results in collective bargaining
decisions by competing employers is monop-
olistic. Conversely, collective bargaining on
behalf of employees of competing employ=

ers is equally monopolistic. Both should be
prohibited.

It is the purpose of my bill to accom-
plish just this result which I believe
would establish equality of economic
power between labor and management
and restore bargaining rights to those
most concerned, that is, the officers and
membership of local unions.
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Recent surveys have shown that work-
ers generally believe that their union
leaders are losing touch with the rank
and file. The McGraw-Hill research de-
partment’s twelfth survey of workers’
opinion showed that 52 percent of the
workers believe that local bargaining
would mean shorter strikes and 46 per-
cent feel that they would get better
breaks from local bargaining, while only
14 percent believed that they would be
worse off if bargaining were returned to
their own hands. One local union officer
put it this way:

Now that everything is decided at a bar-
gaining table located maybe a thousand or
two miles away, we guys here in the town
and the plant are nothing but reporters and
small-time policemen. The closer our big
bOYB get to company and industry top
brass—and to Washington—the further away
they move from us and the members we
have to answer to—that is, If we're going
to hold our union jobs.

When I introduced this legislation last
vear, I was told that my proposal would
destroy the international union. This
is simply not true. Have trade associa-
tions been destroyed because they can-
not regulate thezir members’ prices? Of
course not. Similarly, international
unions can exercise their power and
management for good purposes without
possessing monopoly control over the
wage rates of their locals and rights of
their members to work.

I do not say that my proposal is the
ultimate answer to this vital problem,
but I believe that by adopting it—
whether in this form, or some other—
the Congress will have moved one long
step toward more democratic practices
in labor-management relations and will
have provided the protection our society
needs against monopoly bargaining and
its attendant evils.

THE UNITED NATIONS CHARTER

The SPEAKER. Under the previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
North Dakota [Mr. Burpick] is recog-
nized for 30 minutes. !

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, I have
nothing against you or against the help
here in the House of Representatives. I
see only three Congressmen here and
the only reason they are here is because
they want to speak.

I had something to say and I expected
to say it this afternoon, but I think I
can say it to the country without harm-
ing anyone here or wearing out your pa-
tience. The subject I was going to speak
on and now do speak on is: ‘““‘What can
this country, the United States, do to
prevent the United Nations from de-
stroying the Constitution of the United
States of America and the constitution
and laws of the various States of the
Union?

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen~
tleman yield?

Mr. BURDICK, I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. LYLE. I stayed because I wanted
to hear the distinguished gentleman, not
because I wanted to make a speech. He
does bring to mind one thing the people
of the United States could do; they could
urge their Congressmen to pass these
various resolutions, one of which I in-
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troduced which would amend the Con-
stitution and provide that no treaties en-
tered into would become internal law
until overtly made so by direct action of
the House and the Senate of the United
States. That would be one safeguard.

Mr. BURDICEKE. That would be one
way to do it, and I am glad the gentle-
man contributed that suggestion. But if
you are interested in how to do it you
are not going to find out from me this
afternoon; you will have to read this
speech, :

Mr, LYLE. I will be delighted to.

Mr. BURDICK. And there you will
find out how you can do it by legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the Supreme Court of the
United States has spoken many times on
the question of what a treaty is; with
whom a treaty can be made; and the
effect of a treaty on the Constitution
and laws of this country.

One of the early cases involving this
matter was the Head Money case—One
Hundred and Twelfth United States Re-
ports, page 190—of Edye et al. v. Robert-
son, collector at the port of New York.
In this case the collector went on board
a foreign vessel having on board a great
number of immigrants and, under an act
of Congress, collected 50 cents per head
for all aliens seeking entry into the
United States. This money was paid to
the collector under protest, and the ac-
tion was brought to recover the amount
paid. The defense was that the col-
lector had proceeded in the matter as
provided by an act of Congress regulat-
ing immigration. The plaintiff, however,
asserted, and presented provisions of
treaties with foreign nations in regard
to immigrants coming from foreign
countries, that the act of Congress regu-
lating immigration was passed after the
said treaties had been made.

On this subject Justice Miller, who de-
livered the opinion of the Court, said:

A treaty is primarily a compact between
independent nations. It depends for the en-
forcement of its provisions on the interest
and _honor of the governments which are

~parties to it.

The Constitution gives it (a treaty) no
superiority over an act of Congress, which
may be repealed or modified by an act of
a later date.

In short, we are of the opinion that, so
far as a treaty made by the United States
with any forelgn nation can become the sub-
Ject of judicial cognizance in the courts of
this country, it is subject to such act of
Congress as it may pass for its enforcement,
modification, or repeal.

The action against the collector was
dismissed.

In the case of Whitney v. Robertson
(124 U. S. 190) where the United States
imposed a tariff on products from the
Dominican Republic, the matter of
treaties was fully discussed by Justice
Field. In that case the Dominican Re-
public relied on a treaty which we had
made with the King of Hawaii, in which
similar products were admitted free of
duty, and that our treaty with the Do-
minican Republic recited that in trade
with this country we would place no
higher duty on the importation of prod-
ucts from the Dominican Republic than
imposed against like products from any
other country.

Since the act of Congress providing
for a duty on the imports of products
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from the Dominican Republic was passed
after the treaty with the same republic
was made, the matter of the importance
of a treaty came directly up for a
decision.

On the matter Justice Field said:

By the Constitution of the United States
a treaty and a statute are placed on the
same footing, and if the two are inconsistent,
the one last in date will control.

Justice Field cited and approved the
decision in the case I have first cited,
Head Money cases (112 U. 8. 580).

In the case of Chae Chan Ping V.
United States reported in One Hundred
and Thirtieth United States Reports,
page 581, Justice Field again presented
the opinion of the Court. In this case the
plaintiff, who had resided in this coun-
try for several years, visited China and
on his return was denied entry in the
United States because of an act of Con-
gress passed in his absence. Being held
in custody, he applied for a writ of
habeas corpus, and the matter came be-
fore the Court on that issue.

Justice Field, after citing his opinion
in the Head Money cases, said:

The power of the Legislative Department of
the Government to exclude aliens from the
United States is an instance of sovereignty,
which cannot be surrendered by the treaty-
making power.

The act excluding Chinese laborers from
the United States was a constitutional exer=-
cise of legislative power and, insofar as it
conflicted with existing treaties between the
United States and China, it operated to that
extent to abrogate them as a part of the
municipal law of the United States.

In the case of Horner v. United States
(143 U. 8. 570), where a treaty with
Austria was pled in defense of the action
of the plaintiff in violating the postal
laws of the United States, Justice Blach-
ford, in rendering the opinion, said:

The proposition that that section (of the
postal laws) is void if it contravenes a treaty
between the United States and Austria is not
tenable,

The statute is a law equally with the treaty
and, if subsequent and conflicting with the
treaty, supersedes the latter.

Judge Harlan, in the case of Sanchez
v. United States (216 U. S. 167), said in
the majority opinion:

It is true that Congress did not, we as-
sume, intend by the Foraker Act to modify
the treaty with Spain, but if that act were
deemed inconsistent with the treaty, the act
would prevall; for, an act of Congress, passed
after a treaty takes place, must be respected
and enforced, despite any provisions or exist-
ing treaty provision on the same subject.

TREATIES

With regard to the ratification of the
Charter of the United Nations by the
Senate of the United States, the question
naturally arises:

Did the Senate have any authority to
ratify that document?

In regard to this power of ratification
of treaties by the United States Senate,
the Constitution provides:

Article VI: This Constitution, and the
laws of the United States which shall be
made in pursuance thereof; and all treaties
made, under the authority of the United
States, shall be the supreme law of the land;
and the judges in every State shall be bound
thereby, anything in the constitution or
laws of any State to the contrary notwith-
standing.
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If any ratification of the United Na-
tions’ Charter was validly made at all,
it would have to be made under the au-
thority of the United States. In other
words, there must have been authority
on the part of the Senate to make a valid
ratification.

This treaty was not ratified by an act
of Congress, but the document came be-
fore the Senate as a treaty. The ratifica-
tion could not have been made by the
Senate alone, unless it was a treaty.

The courts from time immemorial,
with respect to treaties, have held that
a treaty is a contract between this Na-
tion and some other nation. No indi-
vidual nation ever offered that treaty
for our ratification. It was offered by
no nation or more than one nation; it
was offered by the United Nations and
no one else. It, therefore, seems impor-
tant to determine what was the United
Nations at the time this Charter was
offered. Was it a nation? Did it have
standing as a nation capable of offering
a matter for ratification?

At the time this Charter was offered,
the United Nations was the agency of
several nations pledged to work for the
peace of the world. It was an agent of
all nations who had joined the United
Nations, but did not then or now exist
as an entity entifling it to be ranked as
a nation with whom we could make a
treaty. The very purpose was for this
agency to work for the peace of the world
as agents of the several nations who
were members. The question now arises,
can the United States make treaties with
agents of foreign governments?

It is clear, from a digest of the fore-
going cases that—

First, a treaty is a compact between
independent nations.

Second, since the approval of the
Charter of the United Nations was not
a compact between the United States
and any independent nation, the ap-
proval was void.

Third, that a treaty cannot in any
case abrogate the sovereign power of the
United States or any State in the Union.

Fourth, that an existing treaty may
be amended, modified, or repealed by any
act of Congress.

Fifth, that where a treaty conflicts
with a law passed by Congress subse-
quent to the ratification of the treaty,
that the act of Congress prevails.

Applying these legal principles to the
Charter of the United Nations, we find
first, that the ratification of any agree-
ment made with agents of several gov-
ernments does not establish such body
as an independent nation with whom we
could make a treaty.

Assuming that the United States had
the power to make a treaty with this
body of agents of independent nations.
such ratification could not contain any
language or agreement that would abro-
gate the sovereign power of the United
States or of any State in the Union.
The decision—the very first decision
coming up under the Charter of the
United Nations—was in the Fujii case
in California, where the court held that
since the laws of the State of California
in reference to the ownership of land
by certain nationals were antagonistic
to the United Nations Charter and Dec-
laration of Human Rights, that the law
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of California must give way to the su-
preme law of the land doctrine contained
in the Constitution of the United States.
This decision was clearly erroneous, be-
cause it is within the sovereign power
of the State of California to make any
law it may think proper to regulate aliens
in that State.

One of the provisions of the Charter
of the United Nations reads:

All members shall give the United Nations
every assistance in any action it may take
in accordance with the present Charter, and
shall refrain from glving assistance to any
state agalnst which the United Nations is
taking preventive or enforcement action.

This means that whatever measures
the Security Council takes, whether in
violation of our sovereignty or not, we
agree to comply.

This provision, though, must be mean-
ingless, for Russia has violated this prin-
ciple with impunity in giving assistance
to the Red Koreans and the Red Chinese.

Article 6 reads:

A member of the United Nations which
has persistently violated the principles con-
tained in the present charter may be expelled
from the organization by the General Assem-
bly upon recommendations of the Security
Council.

No action has been taken against Rus-
sia, although the evidence before the
Security Council is overwhelming that
through the aid by Russia given to the
aggressor in Korea the war there is
continuing,

Article 21 provides:

The members of the United Nations agree
to accept and carry out the declsions of the

Security Council in accordance with the
present charter.

Article 43 provides:

All members of the United Nations, in
order to contribute to the maintenance of
international peace and security, undertake
to make available to the SBecurity Council,
on its call and in accordance with agree-
ment or agreements, Armed Forces, assist-
ance and facilities, including the right of
passage, necessary for the purpose of main-
taining international peace and security.

Under this provision the Korean war
was started, and the United States found
itself at war in a foreign country without
a declaration of war. The Constitution
of the United States had clothed Con-
gress, and no other body, with power and
responsibility to declare war. This sec-
tion of the Charter of the United Nations
violates the Constitution, as it takes the
power to declare war away from Con-
gress and places it in the power of the
Security Council of the United Nations.

Article 55, subdivision (a), says:

The United Nations shall promote (in
every country) higher standards of living,
full employment, and conditions of economic
and social progress and development,.

This section opens the doors to the
promotion of all sorts of social experi-
ments in the attempt to build an Utopian
state. We have seen some of these ex-
periments tried in this country by the
New Deal, and this provision of the
Charter authorizes it specifically. The
Constitution of the United States does
not guarantee all these Utopian desires
of its citizens, but it does guarantee that
every citizen shall be entitled to life, lib-
erty, and the pursuit of happiness, and
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that he shall have an eqgual opportunity
to pursue his way of life the same as an-
other citizen. This means that our Con-
stitution confers upon no one a special
privilege which cannot be enjoyed by all.
That is all any government can promise
and, clothed with these opportunities, it
is up to the individual, through his own
efforts, to realize his ambition. The
Constitution does not guarantee every
person employment any time he wants it,
but it does guarantee him an equal op-
portunity for employment.

This section makes it possible to set up
a communistic state, and since Commu-
nists were the chief authors of this whole
Charter, it is not accidental at all that
the provisions I mention here were in-
serted in that Charter.

Under the miscellaneous provisions of
the Charter relating to the International
Court of Justice, set up by the United Na-
tions, the powers of this country over
our own treaties have, by this Charter,
been transferred to this International
Court.

Article 36 of the statute of the Inter-
national Court of Justice of the United
Nations provides as to the jurisdiction of
this court:

The jurisdiction of the court comprises
all cases which the parties may refer to it
and all matters specially provided for in
the Charter of the United Nations or to
treaties and conventions in force.

The states parties to the present statute
may at any time declare that they recognize
as compulsory, ipso facto and without special
agreement, in relation to any other state ac-
cepting the same obligation, the jurlsdiction
of the court in all legal disputes concerning:
(a) the interpretation of a treaty; (b) any
question of international law; (c) the exist-
ence of any fact which, if established, would

constitute a breach of any international ob-
ligation.

In the event of a dispute as to whether
the court has jurisdiction, the matter shall
be settled by a decision of a court.

Nothing could be more simple.

The effect of these statutes passed by
the United Nations is to take from the
courts of this country their power to con-
strue treaties made by the United States
and violate the provisions of the Con-
stitution of the United States as to
treaties.

The Constitution of the United States,
section 2 of article III, provides:

The judicial power shall extend to all cases,
in law and equity, arising under the Con-
stitution, the laws of the United States, or

treaties made or which shall be made, under
their authority.

In spite of these provisions there are
many advocates of the United Nations
who claim no attempt is being made to
undermine the Constitution of the
United States.

When we find that UNESCO, a sub-
sidiary of the United Nations, is en-
gaged in a wholesale campaign of prop-
aganda, week after week on the radio,
at the taxpayers’ expense, training
teachers to teach, and teaching that love
of country—this country—by reference
to our great leaders like Washington,
Jefferson and Lincoln, creates a strong
nationality, we wonder at what place
the United Nations will stop in its efforts
to destroy the American system of Gov-
ernment. This organization wants no
strong national spirit of the United



1953

States, but loyalty te a world govern-
ment. This is an alarming situation and
yet the people, generally, .are not
aroused. They have been told so many
times that the United Nations is the only
instrument of peace we have; that peace
is what the United Nations is trying
to obtain, the people believe in it, and
believing it, they are lulled to sleep
while the United Nations, conceived and
inspired by Communists, seeks to destroy
the Government we have.

If the past decisions of the Supreme
Court of the United States are to be
followed, there is no danger thata treaty
can disturb the Constitution of the Na-
tion or interfere with the sovereign rights
of States, and no constitutional amend=-
ment is necessary.

If these decisions are to be followed,
Congress has the power by a congres-
sional act to revise, amend or abrogate
a treaty entirely. This being true, many
amendments will be offered repealing va-
rious parts of the Charter, especially
that provision which gives the Security
Council power to start a war and ignore
the powers and responsibilities of Con-
gress.

Of course, we are never sure what the
Supreme Court of the United States will
hold. In the steel seizure case the Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court, in his
dissenting opinion, held the President
had the power to seize the steel industry,
and based his arguments on the fact that
we had assumed a new responsibility
when the Senate adopted the Charter of
the United Nations, and that here in this
document is found the power and au-
thority of the President to seize the steel
industry, although elsewhere in the Con-
stitution no such specific authority could
be found. This opinion reaffirms the
ratification of the Charter of the United
Nations and makes this document super-
jor to our own Constitution and, in effect,
amends our own Constitution without
resorting to the constitutional process by
which our Constitution is amended. It
is a shorteut, entirely ignoring the Con-
gress and the people, and promulgated
by a body representing 64 foreign nations
and the United States.

This is an amazing doctrine, and if the
majority of the Court were of the same
opinion as the Chief Justice, the Con-
stitution of the United States would have
been serapped and, in its place, the Char-
ter of the United Nations would be in
full control of our liberties.

I cite this dissenting opinion, not for
the purpose of excoriating the Chief
Justice, but to point out the danger our
Constitution is in since the ratification
of the Charter of the United Nations.
Fortunately for the people of the United
States, the majority of the Court could
not entertain any such doctrine, and the
Constitution of this country was pre-
served.

It is most likely that no Senator who
voted for the ratification of the Charter
of the United Nations had the least idea
that the Charter went further than to
provide the organization with all proper
tools to bring about world peace; it is
also likely that no Senator who voted
for the ratification saw in the wording
of the document the hidden purpose of
changing the Constitution of the United
States or of any State or any law of the
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United States, or any law of-one of the
States of this Union. But the purpose
to do so is now obvious. The exclusion
laws of the State of California did not
suit the majority of the members of the
United Nations’ representatives, and they
implanted in this Charter the intended
power to change our laws. When the
Fujii case in California reached the court
of appeals, the learned judge said:

The Charter as ratified by the Senate has
become the supreme law of the land, and
hence the provisions of the California Exclu-
sion Act conflict with the Charter of the
United Nations, and hence the California
law must be set aside,

It was.

It is likely that no Senator ever
dreamed that the United Nations would
ever attempt, either through the Charter
or by any subsequent convention, to
change the Constitution of the United
States. Buf that has already happened,
insofar as showing an attempt on the
part of the United Nations to change
our Constitution.

One of these conventions will come be-
fore the Senate of the United States
shortly. It attempts to write a new def-
inition of free speech, free religion, and
a free press. Copies of this intended
move have been circulated and can be
found. The very cornerstones of our
liberty are free speech, free religion, and
a free press, and before the United Na-
tions made this attempt, no one in this
country who is familiar with our history
ever thought for a minute that these
cornerstones could be removed without
constitutional amendments in which all
the people, through their duly elected
representatives, would have a voice.
Now read this intended new definition of
these cornerstones.

In regard to these cornerstones of our
liberty, the Constitution of the United
States provides:

Amendment No. 1: Congress shall make no
law respecting the establishment of religion
or permitting the free exercise thereof, or
abridging the freedom of speech, or of the
press, or the right of the people to peace-
fully assemble, and to petition the govern-
ment for a redress of grievances.

The provisions of the Covenant of
Human Rights, proposed and to be sub-
mitted to the Senate for ratification, in
respect to the above quotation fromr the
Constitution of the United States, are:

Everyone shall have the right to freedom
of expression; this right shall include free-
dom to seek, receive, and impart information
and ideas of all kinds, regardless of frontiers,
either orally, in writing or in print, in the
form of art, or through any other media of
choice * * * but this right is subject to
certain restrictions, but these shall be such
only as are provided by law or are necessary
for the protection of national security, public
order, safety, health or morals, or of the
rights, freedoms, and reputation of others.

Freedom to manifest one’s religion or be-
liefs shall be subject only to such limitations
as are pursuant to law and are reasonable and
necessary to protect the public safety, order,
health or morals or the fundamental rights
of others.

The most ardent and unreasonable
supporter of the United Nations must ad-
mit that here in these sections proposed
by the United Nations the proposal to
amend our Federal Constitution is
clearly obvious. Loaded down with all
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these restrictions and conditions—to be

interpreted by the United Nations—it

must be clear to all that the attempt is

being made to destroy these fundamental

geedoms as expressed in our Constitu-
on.

The United Nations, created as its
sponsors said, to preserve the peace of
the world, evidently has found out that it
cannot accomplish its original purpose
when its own members are at war against
each other, and have now started out on
a broad grandiose policy of changing the
Constitution and laws of the United
States.

I should not be doing my full duty to
this House or to the people of the United
States if I did not, in the light of these
decisions, present the quickest possible
way in which the Congress of the United
States can remove the dangers to our
Government in the language contained
in the Charter and covenants of the
United Nations. -

I propose and have introduced today,
acts providing:

First, That no treaty, now existing or
to be hereafter negotiated, shall in any
way abridge the sovereign power of the
United States or of any State, nor shall
such treaty change, amend, or abridge
any law of the United States or of any
State in the United States.

Second. That in cases where the inter-
pretation of the provisions of any treaty
is at issue and to which the United
States is a party, the question shall be
submitted to the Supreme Court of the
United States for adjudication, notwith-
standing any provision in any treaty to
the contrary.

Third. That neither the Security
Council nor any other agency of the
United Nations shall have any power to
call on this country for armed troops to
serve in any foreign country, without
first obtaining the consent of Congress
therefor, notwithstanding the provisions
of any treaty to the contrary.

There are other provisions of the
Charter of the United Nations that
should be amended or entirely repealed,
but the three changes set forth herewith
are imperative.

I am in favor of constitutional amend-
ments such as limiting what may be
contained within a treaty, as proposed by
Senator BRICKER, and the one making
Congress, and not the Senate alone, re-
sponsible for approving treaties, as I
have proposed in a Constitutional amend-
ment; but since this Congress has the
power now to pass acts limiting the ex-
tent of treaties, this power should be
exercised without delay. The Fujii case
in California, and the dissenting opinion
of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
of the United States in the steel seizure
case, is warning enough that it is direct-
1y up to this Congress right now to pre-
serve the Constitution and laws of this
country, regardless of any insidious at-
tempt, from any quarter, to destroy
them.

OLD-AGE PENSION FOR ALL OVER 65

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Lane] is recognized for
10 minutes,
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Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, everybody is
talking about national security these
days.

Most of the money taken from us in
taxes is being spent to provide us with
defenses against outside foes.

But what is being done to protect our
own people against hunger, want, and
fear—the age-old enemies of human be-
ings before we ever heard of fascism,
communism, or any other “ism” that
may arise to plague the world?

The answer is: Not enough.

Apologists of the go-slow school point,
by way of defense, to our old-age and
survivors insurance program and to the
old-age assistance program.

Taken together, they only provide a
skeleton of social security.

All people over 65 are not covered, and
benefits are paid in dollars that—in
number and in content—are suffering
from malnutrition.

To make the United States secure at
home, we must protect our old people
from privation and worry, and the most
efficient way of doing it is to provide a
$100-a-month pension to all citizens
65 years of age and older, based on quali-
fying age and citizenship, and without
any further red tape, so that administra-
tive costs will be held to a minimum.

Social-security taxes are going up any-
way by fractions. A slight increase
would finance a complete coverage and
eliminate the confusion and humiliation
that attend our present piecemeal pro-
gram.

The need for a national pension is evi-
dent to those who are not afraid to face
the facts, here they are—not pulled from
a hat, but based on actuarial findings
by cour life-insurance companies.

Take 100 men at the age of 25 and
then follow their journey up to the age
of 65. How many are left, and what is
their fate?

Thirty-six will be dead, and “econo-
misers” will not be troubled by them.

Five will be self-supporting.

Four will be well-to-do.

One will be wealthy.

Fifty-four will be broke or dependent.

That last figure is the shocker.

Over one-half of the original hundred
will be stripped of their human dignity,
forced to beg from public welfare, or to
accept charity from the very children
they brought into the world.

Wait a minute. You cannot dismiss
their plight by saying “It’s their own
fault. They should have thought of
themselves alone and should have saved
up for a rainy day.”

Remember that we had four depres-
sions between 1900 and 1942 that wiped
out the savings of workers.

Within less than 25 years depression,
unemployment, and war have cost us
close to a trillion dollars—one thousand
billion.

One cannot blame the average Amer-
jcan worker for the blunders and the
delays and the greed that failed to pre-
vent depression and wars. Today we are
engaged in two more wars—a hot one and
a cold one.

But when, like Oliver Twist, we ask for
a little more for our own people, there

are those in high places who complain
about the cost.
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Our modern industrial economy is a
great one, but it cannot survive if it is
wrecked in every generation by short-
sighted leaders who fail to learn the les-
son of the century—that we cannot have
either peace or prosperity without first
insuring sustained production and pur=-
chasing power first of all in the United
States. The number of our people over
65 is increasing. Many of them, by that
fact alone, are excluded from employ-
ment. What are they going to do for
purchasing power?

I do not plead on humanitarian
grounds, for there are many ears that are
closed to such an appeal.

But on the basis of economies, which
affect the financially secure as well as
the insecure, I say that we should leg-
islate a national pension voluntarily
before we are compelled to do it by the
revolutionary forces at work in human
society.

Those who resist change endanger all.

The principle of pensions is firmly
established.

But we have not developed it to its
logical conclusion.

Whether it is called disability compen-
sation or retirement or by any other
name, it is still a pension.

Veterans of the armed services re-
ceive pension, and rightly so, even though
they have completed but 20 years of
service, have not yet reached the age of
40, and are able to handle a full-time job
after retirement.

They gave service to the country, and
so have those who have worked in a
civilian capacity and for a much longer
period.

Now at an age where they cannot do
as much physical work, or are excluded
from many types of employment, our
older citizens deserve first consideration
because the concept of a pension was
originally intended for them.

H. R. 1041, which I am proud to bring
to your attention, would establish this
right as a matter of national policy.

It would be a blessing to our millions
of old folks and would attract confidence
in our leadership throughout the world.

One hundred dollars a month for all
citizens over 65 will be the sign that the
United States stands for human as well
as material security.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr., HarrisoN of Wyoming (at the re-
quest of Mr. ArRenDs), for 1 week, on ac-
count of death in family.

Mr. StaurFer (at the request of Mr.
GraraM), indefinitely, on account of ill-
ness.

Mr. VurseLn (at the request of Mr.

ARENDS), for 2 weeks, on account of ill-
ness.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the Appendix of the
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr, SmitH of Wisconsin in three in-
gances and to include extraneous mat-

)

Mr. LaNE in four instances and to in-
clude extraneous matter,
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Mr. Smita of Mississippi in four in-
stances and to include extraneous mat-
ter.

Mr. KarsTEN of Missouri and to include
an article appearing in the Washington
Star.

Mr. ParTErsoN and include extraneous
matter. |

Mr. Horrman of Illinois.

Mr. Javirs and to include extraneous
madterial,

Mr. Boces and include extraneous ma-
terial.

Mr. Coumer and include an editorial.

Mr. Poace and include extraneous
matter.

Mr. MurLTER in two separate instances
in each to include extraneous matter.

Mr. TEAGUE in four separate instances
in each to include extraneous material.

Mr. RooseveELT in four separate in-
stances, in each to include extraneous
material,

Mr. Dowpy and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. METcaLF in two instances and to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Dobp to revise and extend his re-
marks and include a telegram.

Mr. KeocH and to include an editorial
appearing in the New York Times.

Mr. KerLey of Pennsylvania and to
include an editorial appearing in The
Commonweal.

Mr. DeLaneEy and to include extrane-
ous matter.

Mr. MappeEN and to include an address.

Mr. TorLLEFsoN and to include an edi-
torial.

Mr. WoLverToN fo revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Jupp in three instances and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. Gwinn in two instances.

Mr. Rocers of Florida and to include
an editorial.

Mr. WHARTON.

Mr. RopiNo and to include an article.

Mr. Berry and to include extraneous
matter,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 41 minutes p. m.), un-
der its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Friday, February 6, 1953,
at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

427. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General of the United States, transmitting
a report on the audit of Tennessee Valley
Authority for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1952, pursuant to the requirements of the
Government Corporation Control Act (31
U. 8. C. 841) (H. Doc. No. T7); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations and
ordered to be printed.

428. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Navy, transmitting the Fourth Annual
Report on the Disposal of Navy Excess Prop-
erty in Foreign Areas for the Calendar Year
1952, pursuant to section 404 (d) of the
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Federal Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949; to the Committee on Gov=
ernment Operations.

429. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the Twenty-first Quar-
terly Report required under the Export Con-
trol Act of 1949; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

430. A letter from the Administrator of
Federal Security Agency, transmitting a
draft of a bill entitled “A bill to protect the
public health and welfare by restoring au-
thority for factory inspections under the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act”; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

431. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a report concerning the
progress made in the improvement of Fed-
eral-aid highways and other information for
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1952, pursuant
to section 10 of the act of Congress approved
June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 993); to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DINGELL:

H.R.2510. A bill to amend the Natlonal
Labor Relations Act, as amended; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania:

H.R.2511. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act, as amended; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BARTLETT:

H.R.2512. A bill to amend the act entitled
#“An act to provide for the purchase of pub-
lic lands for home and other sites,” ap-
proved June 1, 1938 (52 Stat. 609), as
amended; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BENNETT of Florida:

H.R.2513. A bill to provide income tax
relief for parents of minor children under
age of 18; to reduce the percentage deple-
tion deductions; and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BUCELEY:

H. R. 2514. A bill to provide for payment of
death gratuity to beneficiaries of certain
members of the United States Naval Reserve
and United States Marine Corps Reserve who
suffer death from disease contracted while
on active naval or military service; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr., BURDICK:

H.R.2515. A bill providing that in the in-
terpretation of any treaty made between the
United States and any other independent
gtate, the Bupreme Court of the United
States shall be the sole judge hereof, not-
withstanding the provision of any treaty
now existing or hereafter to be made, to the
contrary, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H.R.2516. A bill providing that no treaty
now existing or hereafter to be created shall
contain any provision abridging the sovereign
power of the United States, nor of any State
thereof, nor shall any treaty amend or abridge
any law of the United States or of any State
thereof, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 2517, A bill limiting the power of the
Security Council of the United Natlons or
any other agency created by treaty to call for
troops of the United States to serve in for-
eign countries, without the consent of Con-
gress, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R.2518. A bill to repeal certain legisla-
tion relating to the purchase of silver, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

XCIX—-51

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

By Mr. CHUDOFF:

H.R.2519. A bill to establish the Federal
Agency for Handicapped, to define its duties,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. COLE of Missourl:

H. R. 2520. A bill to provide for a physical
assay and inventory of all gold owned by the
United States, and to provide that the results
of such assay and inventory shall be reported
to the Congress; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. COLE of New York:

H. R. 2521. A bill to permit members of the
Armed Forces to elect certain contingency
options, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. CURTIS of Missouri:

H. R.2522. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1830, as
amended, with respect to the annulties of
certain retired employees who served in
Alaska and on the Isthmus of Panama; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

H.R. 2523. A bill to authorize the coinage
of special 50-cent pleces in commemoration
of the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary
of the purchase of the Louislana Territory
from France by President Jefferson in 1803;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. DOLLINGER:

H.R.2524. A bill to repeal certain mis-
cellaneous excise taxes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

H. R. 2525. A bill granting exemption from
income tax in the case of retirement annui-
ties and pensions; to the Commitiee on
Ways and Means.

H. R.2526. A blll to rescind the order of the
Postmaster General curtailing certain postal
services; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. EBERHARTER:

H.R.2527. A bill to amend sectlon 124A
of the Internal Revenue Code with respect
to the basis of certification of certificates
of necessity and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ELLIOTT:

H.R.2528. A bill to provide appropriate
lapel buttons for widows, parents, and next
of kin of members of the Armed Forces who
lost their lives In the armed services of the
United States during the present hostilities;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

H. R. 2629, A bill to amend the act of July
1, 1948, to authorize the erection of ap-
propriate Government headstones or markers
in cemetery plots in memory of certain mem-
bers of the Armed Forces who died while
serving in the overseas theaters of opera-
tions and whose bodies have not been re-
covered or identified or have been buried at
sea; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs,

H.R.2530. A bill to extend the period
within which courses of instruction may be
initiated pursuant to the Servicemen's Re-
adjustment Act of 1944, as amended, by cer-
tain veterans unable to avall themselves of
such educational benefits because of illness
or physical disability; to the Committee on
Veterans® Affairs.

H.R.2531. A bill to establish a National
Superhighway Commission to provide for
plans and surveys for the construction of a
national superhighway system; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

H.R.2532. A bill to provide for an addi-
tional United States Military Academy to be
located in the Seventh Congressional Dis-
trict of Alabama, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

H. R.2533. A bill to permit the postpone-
ment of income tax with respect to a por-
tion of earned net income to a re-
stricted retirement fund; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R.2534. A bill to prohibit the sever=
ance of a service-connected disability which
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has been in effect for 10 or more years; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

H.R. 2535. A bill to encourage the preven=
tion of water pollution by allowing amounts
paid for industrial waste treatment works to
be amortized at an accelerated rate for in-
come-tax purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R.2536. A bill to establish a United
States Air Force Academy in the Seventh
Congressional District of Alabama; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

H.R.2537. A bill to enable the mothers
and widows of deceased members of the
Armed Forces now Iinterred in cemeteries
outside the continental limits of the United
States or in Alaska to make a pilgrimage to
such cemeteries; to the Committee on Armed
Services,

By Mr. GUBSER:

H. R.2538. A bill to amend the act of July
6, 1950, to provide an equitable readjust-
ment of benefits for certain annuitants and
survivors of annuitants who retired under
the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29,
1930, prior to April 1, 1948; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R.2539. A bill to authorize payment for
the transportation of household effects of
certain naval personnel; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. HOLMES:

H.R.2540. A bill to authorize the con-
struction of the Klickitat unit of the Wa-
pato project, ¥Yakima Indian Reservation,
Wash., and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

H. R. 2541. A bill authorizing fiood-control
works on the Yakima River and tributaries;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H. R. 2542. A bill to amend the Falr Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. ELEIN: !

H.R.2643. A bill to allow a taxpayer to
deduct for income-tax purposes amounts
paid for the care of dependents, while the
taxpayer is employed; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. LATHAM:

H.R.2544, A bill to authorize the con=
struction of a Federal building at Jamaica,
Long Island, N. Y., to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. LUCAS:

H. R.2545. A bill to diminish the harmful
effects of labor disputes upon the general
public and the national defense by encour=
aging collectlve bargaining between employ-
ers and their own employees, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. LYLE:

H.R. 2546. A bill to amend the War Claims
Act of 1948, as amended, to make husbands
eligible for survivor benefits under sections
5 and 6, regardless of status or dependency;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. MARTIN of Towa:

H.R.2547. A bill providing for construce
tion of a highway, and appurtenances there-
to, traversing the Mississippi Valley; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MORRISON:

H.R.2548. A bill to provide that equip-
ment for use in the third- and fourth-class
post offices shall be furnished by the Post
Office Department, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

H. R. 2549. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Bervice.

H.R. 25560. A bill to provide that the Post=-
master General shall furnish flat-top stools
for post-office clerks who perform the duty
of distributing mail; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.



802

H.R. 2551. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amend-
ed, with respect to officers and employees of
the Public Health Service assigned to duty
requiring contact with persons afflicted with
leprosy; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

H.R.2552. A bill to rescind the order of
the Postmaster General curtailing certain
postal services; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civll Service.

H. R. 2553. A bill to amend section 1 (d)
of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May
29, 1930, as amended, s0 as to provide certain
benefits for employees engaged in law-en-
forcement work who, because of disability or
other reasons, are unable to complete 20 years
of service in such work; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.R.2554. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. O'HARA of Ilinois:

H.R.2555. A bill to amend the Housing
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. REED of Illinois:

H.R.2556. A bill to amend section 3185 of
title 18, United States Code; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H. R. 2557. A bill to amend the act cf Jan-
uary 12, 1951, as amended, to continue in
effect the provisions of title IT of the First
War Powers Act, 1941; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.2568. A bill to provide for the ap-
pointment of additional eircuit and district
judges and for other purpcses; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2559. A bill to amend sections 371,
372, and 373 of title 28, United States Code,
with respect to the resignation and retire-
ment of judges and the appointment of ad-
ditlonal judges when permanently disabled
judges fail tq retire; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H. R. 2660. A bill to continue the effective-
ness of the provisions of the act of October
31, 1942, as extended, relating to the adjust-
ment of royalties, for the duration of the
national emergency proclaimed December 16,
1950, and 6 months thereafter; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2561. To further amend the act of
May 29, 1945, entitled “An act to provide for
the settlement of claims of military per-
sonnel and civilian employees of the War De-
partment or of the Army for damage to or
loss, destruction, capture, or abandonment
or personal property occurring incident to
their service” by extending the time for filing
certain claims thereunder; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H. R.2562. A bill to consider residence in
American Samoa or the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands by certain employees of the
governments thereof, and their dependents,
as residence in the United States for naturali-
zation purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H. R. 2563. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, sections 794, 2151, 2153, 2154,
and 2388 as extended to continue in effect
the provisions thereof; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 2564, A bill to make the provisions
of section 1362 of title 18 of the United
States Code, relating to injury to or inter-
ference with communications systems oper-
ated or controlled by the United States, ap-
plicable to and within the Canal Zone; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R. 2565. A bill to further amend the act
of January 2, 1942, entitled “An act to pro-
vide for the prompt settlement of claims
for damages occasioned by Army, Navy, and
Marine Corps forces in foreign countries”;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2566. A bill to amend the Contract
Bettlement Act of 1944 so as to establish a
time limitation upon the filing of certain
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claims thereunder; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H. R.2567. A bill to amend the act of July
26, 1947 (61 Stat. 493), relating to the relief
of certain disbursing officers; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. REES of Eansas:

H. R.2568. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act approved May 29, 1930,
as amended, so as to exempt annuity pay-
ments under such act from taxation; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania:

H. R.2569. A bill to reclassify supervisory
employees in the field service of the Post
Office Department into step rate grades com-
parable with those for other postal em-
ployees and employees in other Federal serv-
ices and to adjust inequities; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H. R. 2570. A bill to provide equitable com-
pensation for Saturday, Sunday, holiday, and
overtime duty in the Federal Government
service; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

H.R.2571. A bill to regulate subsistence,
expenses, and mileage allowances of civilian
officers and employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida:

H.R.2572. A bill providing that certain
real property, together with improvements
thereon, acquired for military purposes, or
for housing projects, national parks, or mon-
uments, shall not be exempt from taxation
by the States and their political subdivi-
glons; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts (by
request) :

H.R.2573. A bill to provide greater secu-
rity for veterans of the Spanish-American
War, including the Boxer Rebellion and the
Philippine Insurrection, in the granting of
emergency hospital care by the Veterans'
Administration; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R.2574. A bill to increase the monthly
rates of pension payable to certain widows eof
deceased veterans of the Spanish-American
War, including the Boxer Rebellion and the
Philippine Insurrection; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

H. R. 2575. A bill to increase the monthly
rates of disability compensation payable to
veterans; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

H.R.2576. A bill to prohibit discrimina-
tion in employment because of race, color,
religion, national origin, or ancestry; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. SCUDDER:

H.R.2577. A bill to extend the authority
of the President to enter into trade agree-
ments under section 350 of the Tariff Act of
1930, as amended, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SHAFER:

H.R.2578. A bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code so as to transfer certain
counties from the eastern district of Michi-
gan to the western district of Michigan, to
provide for the appointment of additional
district judges for the judicial districts of
Michigan, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SHORT:

H. R. 2579. A bill to authorize the furnish-
ing of information and civillan education
for personnel in the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi:

H.R.2580. A bill to create a committee to
study and evaluate public and private ex-
periments in weather modification; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. SUTTON:

H. R.2581. A bill to provide that each per-

sonal income tax exemption of a taxpayer
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(including the exemption for a spouse, the
exemption for a dependent, and the addi-
tional exemption for old age or blindness) for
any taxable year shall be increased above
$600 in the same ratio as the Consumers’
Price Index for such year is above the index
for the period 1935 through 1939; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. TALLE:

H. R. 25682, A bill to amend section 12 of
chapter V of the act of June 19, 1934, as
amended, entitled, “An act to regulate the
business of life insurance in the District of
Columbia”; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

By Mr. VAN FELT:

H.R. 25683. A bill to amend section 1020c,
title 12, Banks and Banking; United States
Code, and to provide for payment by the
Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation of the
unpaid balance due on defaulted joint-stock
land bank bonds; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. WALTER:

H.R.2584. A bill to clarify the copyright
laws with respect to the renewal of copy-
rights; to the Committee on the Judieiary.

By Mr. WITHROW:

H.R.2585. A bill to reclassify supervisory
employees in the field service of the Post
Office Department into step rate grades com-
parable with those for other postal employees
and employees in other Federal services, and
to adjust inequities; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. ZABLOCKI:

H.R.2588. A bill to exempt the field serv-
ice of the Post Office Department from sec-
tion 1310 of the Supplemental Appropria-
tion Act, 1952; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

H. R.2587. A bill to encourage the States
to hold preferential primary elections for the
nomination of candidates for the office of
President, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. HESS:

H.J. Res. 163. Joint resolution designating
the 7-day period beginning October 18, 1953,
as Cleaner Alr Week; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. McCORMACK :

H. J. Res. 164. Joint resolution to provide
for investigating the feasibility of establish-
ing a coordinated local, State, and Federsl
program in the city of Boston, Mass., and
general vicinity thereof, for the purpose of
preserving the historic properties, objects,
and bulldings in that area; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BERRY:

H. J. Res. 165. Joint resolution providing
for the establishment of a Commission on
Retirement of the National Debt; to the Com=-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HINSHAW:

H. J. Res. 166. Joint resolution to establish
a Joint Committee on Science; to the Com-
mittee on Rules,

By Mr. ZABLOCKI:

H. Con. Res, 30. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the creation of a joint committee
to study and investigate all matters pertain-
ing to the election of the President and the
Vice President of the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. HILL:

H. Res. 131. Resolution to provide funds
for the expenses of the study and investiga-
tion authorized by House Resolution 22; to
the Committee on House Adminlstration.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXIT, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By Mr. HESELTON: Resolutions of the
General Court of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts memorializing the Congress
of the United States of America to pass legis-
lation to incorporate Franco-American War
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Veterans, Inc.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LOVRE: Memorlal of the Legislature
of the State of South Dakota memorializing
the Congress of the United States, and His
Excellency, the President of the United
States, to take action regarding the land to
be inundated by the Missouri River develop-
ment, the appralsal of sald land, the people
dispossessed, and other pertinent matters in
relation thereto; to the Committee on Public
Works.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BARRETT:

H.R.2588. A bill for the relief of Luigl

Mascitti; to the Committee on the Judi-

ciary.
By Mr. BATES (by request):

H.R.2589. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Francis McDowall; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BOGGS:

H. R.2580. A bill for the rellef of Martin
M. Sorensen; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON:

H.R. 2591. A bill for the relief of Elizabeth
Eoczl; to the Committee on the Judicliary.

By Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON:

H. R. 25692. A bill for the relief of Paul E.

Rocke; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BRAMBLETT:

H. R.2593. A bill for the relief of Emmet
Wood and Viola Wood; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.2594. A bill for the rellef of Grace
Cheng and Philip Cheng; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R.2595. A bill for the relief of Mar-
garetha Rath Rahneberg and Erich Rahne-
berg; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2596. A bill for the relief of Jalal
Rashtian; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BURDICK:

H.R.2587. A bill for the rellef of Harry
Ray Smith; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 2598. A bill for the relief of Colleen
Gloria Chen See; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.2589. A bill for the relief of Jasper
Gladstone Chen See; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. CASE:

H.R.2600. A bill for the relief of Hedwig
Hollweg; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2601. A bill for the relief of Fran-
cesco Masciottl; to the Commitiee on the
Judiciary.

H. R. 2602. A bill for the relief of Elzbieta
Grzymkowska Jarosz; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H. R. 2603. A bill for the relief of Carmela
Daino Davenia; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. COLE of New York:

H.R.2604. A bill for the rellef of Laurl

Allan Torni; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. COUDERT:

H.R. 2605. A bill for the rellef of Salva-
tore Gianna; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. CRETELLA:

H. R. 2606. A bill for the relief of Dalmazio
De Dominicis; to the Committee on the
Judieiary,

By Mr. CROSSER:

H. R. 2607. A bill for the relief of Clifford

Robinson; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CUNNINGHAM:

H.R.2608. A bill for the relief of Erna
Zenau and her minor children; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.
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By Mr. CURTIS of Missouri:

H.R.2609. A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Frieda Fleischer; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.2610. A bill to provide for the ad-
vancement on the retired list of Commander
Buell F. Brandt, United States Navy (retired),
to the grade of captain; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. DAWSON of Utah:

H.R.2611. A bill for the relief of Gerrit
Been; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2612. A bill for the relief of Mary
Bouessa Deeb; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. DIES:

H. R. 2613. A bill for the relief of Charles
Melvin Welsbeck; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DONDERO:

H.R.2614. A bill for the rellef of James
Harry Martin; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FERNOS-ISERN:

H.R.2615. A bill for the rellef of Julio
Mercado Toledo; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H. R. 2616. A bill for the relief of Generosa
Bonet; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R. 2617. A bill for the relief of Guillermo
Morales Chacon; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.2618. A bill for the relief of Santos
Sanabria Alvarez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.2619. A bill for the rellef of Sister
Aurelia Yanguas Teres and Sister Matilde
Cuevas San Martin; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 2620. A bill for the relief of Gabriel
Zamorano-Estape; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.2621. A bill for the rellef of Maria
Rozas Espineira de Colchero Arrubarrena;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.2622. A bill for the relief of Maria
Teresa Ortega Perez; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H. R. 2623. A bill for the relief of Jose M.
Thomasa-Sanchez; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. FISHER:

H.R.2624. A bill for the relief of Paola
Boezi Langford; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GOODWIN:

H.R.2625. A bill for the relief of Miss
Anna Ungaro Dell'Oglio; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GORDON:

H. R.2626. A bill for the rellef of Wencenty
Peter Winiarski; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H. R. 2627. A bill for the rellef of Cecilia
Lucy Boyack; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.2628. A bill for the rellef of Yuichi
Matsumoto; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. HELLER:

H. R. 2629. A bill for the relief of Emanuel
and Maria Puleio; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H. R. 2630. A bill for the relief of Balbino
Acusin Ariasa; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HILLINGS:

H. R.2631. A bill for the relief of Marle
Jeanne Lapierre O’'Donnell; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr, HOLT (by request) :

H.R.2632. A bill for the relief of George
Huppert and Marta Huppert; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2633. A bill for the relief of Lee Sig
Cheu; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOWELL:

H.R.2634. A bill for the rellef of Charles

T. Douds; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. JACESON:

H.R.2635. A bill for the rellef of Olga

Abitia; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
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By Mr. JAVITS:

H.R.2636. A bill for the relief of George

Japhet; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. ELEIN:

H.R.2637. A bill for the relief of Albert

Rossi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. McCARTHY:

H.R.2638. A bill for the rellef of Henry
Sauber; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2639. A bill for the relief of George
Lahood; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2640. A bill for the rellef of Wadih
Bakhos Boula; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.2641. A bill for the relief of Theresia
Hotter; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R. 2642, A bill for the relief of Morgan
l;[. Whiters; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H. R. 2643. A bill for the relief of William
E. Ackerknecht; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H. R.2644. A bill for the relief of Edward
J. Farrell; to the Conrmittee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2645. A bill for the relief of Donald
James Darmody; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.2646. A bill for the rellef of Marcel
Duvivier; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

H. R. 2647. A bill for the relief of Angelita
Haberer; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

H. R. 2648. A bill for the relief of Glovanni
Lazarich; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2649, A bill for the relief of Orham
All Erensel; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R.2650. A bill for the relief of Sister
Anna Ettl; to the Committee on the Judi=

clary.
By Mr. McCORMACK:

H. R. 2651. A bill for the relief of Elie Jo=
seph Hakim and family; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts:

H. R. 2652. A bill for the relief of Constance
Brouwer Scheffer; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MILLER of California:

H.R. 2653. A bill for the relief of Michael
Clive Ossorio; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MORANO:

H.R.2654. A bill for the relief of Sisters
Linda Salerno, Luigiana C. Cairo, Antonietta
Impieri, Anna Impierl, Rosina Scarlato, Io=
landa Gaglianone, Maria Assunta Scara=
mugzo, Francescalna Conterucci, and Filo=
mena Lupinacci; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. MORGAN:

H.R. 2655. A bill for the relief of Constan=
tinos G. Samonas; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H. R. 26566. A bill for the rellef of Markos M,
Perivolaris; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R.2657. A bill for the rellef of Mrs,
Eirinl Basill Pagonis; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.2658. A bill for the relief of Ailgle
Yuasa; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2659. A bill for the rellef of Robert
L. Kikta; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.R.2660. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Juan Antonio Rivera, Mrs. Raul Valle An-
telo, Mrs. Jorge Diaz Romero, Mrs. Otto Resse,
and Mrs. Hugo Soria; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.2661. A bill for the rellef of Josef
Aszer Grosman; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.2662. A bill for the relief of Issac
Brecher; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'NEILL:

H. R. 2663. A bill for the rellef of Beatrice
Haidostian; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R.2664. A bill for the relief of Sonia
Sookhdeo Wall, to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. RADWAN:
H.R.2665. A bill for the relief of Thomas
Lampaces; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. REED of Illinois:

H.R.2666. A bill for the relief of Martin
G. Scott and Hanna von Gusmann; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R.2667. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Len-
nie P. Riggs, James A, Carson, and Vernon
1. Ransom; to the Committee on the Judi-
i )

74 By Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania:

H.R.2668. A bill for the relief of Anasta-
sios John Kouvaras; to the Committee on the

By Mr. RODINO:

H. R. 2669. A bill for the relief of Gual-
tiero Galdinazzi; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida:

H.R.2670. A bill for the relief of Pietro Di
Filippo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SIEMINSEI:

H.R.2671. A bill for the relief of Jozef
Podlacki: to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2672. A bill for the relief of Sgt.
Januz Plucinski; to the Committee on the

By Mr, SMALL:

H.R.2673. A bill for the relief of John N.
Wilson and Hamilton M. Webb; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H. R.2674. A bill for the relief of Dr. Paul
Keuk Chang; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. THOMAS:

H.R.2675. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Alkos Glagtzis; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. WIGGLESWORTH (by re-
quest) :

H. R.2676. A bill for the relief of Valentin
Finkler Romanos; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New York:

H.R.2677. A bill for the relief of Mary
Sing-Gieu Carleton; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. WILSON of Indiana:

H.R.2678. A bill for the relief of Carl A,
Annis, Wayne C. Cranney, and Leslie O, Yar-
wood; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

37. By Mr. CANFIELD: Resolutions adopt-
ed by the Catholic War Veterans of the
United States of America, New Jersey State
Department, West New York, N. J., calling for
immediate appropriation of adequate funds
to continue the hospital and medical pro-
grams of the Veterans' Administration; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

38. By Mr. COLE of Missouri: Petition of
Dr. R. J. Brennan and 120 other farmers of
Livingston County, Mo., asking Congress to
amend the present FHA title I program or
enact new legislation similar to FHA title I
g0 that they can obtain insured loans for
financing of soil fertility and conservation
on their farms; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

SENATE
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 1953

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God and father of all man-
kind, whose paths are mercy and truth,
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before the white splendor of whose pu-
rity every vileness shrinks away: Lift us,
we beseech Thee, above the immediate
and set our lives in the wide horizons of
abiding verities; strengthen our inner re-
sources that we may go forth against un-
numbered foes with the whole armor of
faith and righteousness, pledging our
loyalty to Thy kingdom of love, never let-
ting our confidence in it, nor our devotion
to it, fail because of the fury of the wicked
when they boast themselves in the day
of their pride. As Thy servants and the
people’s, in this temple of democracy,
save us from the perversion of power that
has not Thee in awe. In this day of des-
tiny for us and for the world, make us
worthy of our vocation as keepers of the
sacred flame. We ask it in the dear Re-
deemer’s name, Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Tart, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Journal
of the proceedings of Monday, February
2, 1953, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre=
sentatives by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
passed the bill (S. 243) to amend Publie
Law 73, Eighty-first Congress, first ses-
sion (63 Stat. 111), to provide for an
Under Secretary of State (for Adminis-
tration), with amendments, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a bill (H. R. 1879) to
amend the Reorganization Act of 1949 so
that such act will apply to reorganiza-
tion plans transmitted to the Congress
at any time before April 1, 1955, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On request of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. McCARRAN was
excused from attendance on the session
of the Senate today.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. WiLey, and by
unanimous consent, the Committee on
Foreign Relations was authorized to
meet this afternoon during the session of
the Senate.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:
REPORT ON PAYMENT OF CERTAIN CLAIMS BY

TREASURY DEPARTMENT

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, a

February 4

report on the payment of certain claims re-
lating to correction of military records, for
the 6-month period ended December 31, 1852
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.
REPORT ON AVERAGE MONTHLY FLIGHT PAY OF
CERTAIN OFFICERS OF COAST GUARD

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Treasury, reporting, pursuant to law, on the
average monthly flight pay paid to certain
officers of the Coast Guard; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services,

REPORT ON FOREIGN EXcESS PROPERTY DISPOSAL,
NAVY DEPARTMENT

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Navy, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port on foreign excess property disposal by
the Navy Department, for the calendar year
1962 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

REPORT ON ExPoORT CONTROL

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the twenty-
first quarterly report on export control (with

an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

REPORT RELATING TO ILLEGAL EXPENDITURES BY
NAVY DEPARTMENT

A letter from the Comptroller General,
transmitting, for the information of the
Senate, a report with reference to illegal
expenditures made by the Department of the
Navy in connection with the suit brought by
the United States against Fallbrook Public
Utility District, and others, in the United
States District Court for the Southern Dis-
trict of California, Southern Division (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Government Operations.

AUDIT REPORT ON TENNESSEE VALLEY
AUTHORITY

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen=-
eral, transmitting, pursuant to law, an audit
report of the Tennessee Valley Authority, for
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1952 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

Facrory INspeEcTiONS Unper Feperar Foob,
DruG, AND COSMETIC ACT

A letter from the Administrator, Federal
Security Agency, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to protect the public health
and welfare by restoring authority for fac-
tory inspections under the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (with an accompany-
ing paper); to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare,

REePORT oF PaciFic MariNE FISHERIES
CoMMISsSION

A letter from the Chairman, Pacific Ma-
rine Fisheries Commission, Portland, Oreg.,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
the Commission for the year 1952 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare:

“Senate Joint Resolution 8

“Joint resolution relative to the shortage of
hospital beds for California veterans

“Whereas there is an alarming shortage of
hospital beds available in California for Cali-
fornia veterans provided by the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, and the number has been de-
creased by 2,000 beds since June 1950; and

“Whereas there are approximately 4,600
veterans in California State mental institu-
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